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How Peter Became Pope. 


VIII. 1650—1929. 


Alexander VII, 1655—1667. Fabio Chigi protested as papal 
nuntius against the peace of Muenster and Osnabrueck, and there- 
upon Pope Innocent X condemned all concessions to Protestants in 
the Peace of Westphalia. He got Innocent X to condemn the five 
propositions of the “Augustines” of Jansenius of Port Royal. 

Gustav Adolf’s daughter, Christine, joined the Roman Church at 
Innsbruck and went to live at Rome. When Fabio Chigi had become 
Pope, taking the name Alexander VII, he returned the Jesuits to 
Venice, whence they had been expelled. He was forced to apologize 
to the king of France and his ambassador and to erect on a public 
square in Rome a pyramid with the inscription: “The Corsicans are 
forever unfit to serve the papal chair.” 

Cardinal Fabio Chigi strongly censured the scandalous nepotism, 
but as Pope he was easily persuaded by the fawning Jesuit Olivia 
that it was a mortal sin not to bring his nephews to Rome and give 
them rich offices, palaces, and princely possessions. He neglected his 
official duties and wrote poetry. The Florentine ambassador reports 
of him: “We have a Pope who never speaks a word of truth.” (Hauck; 
Janus, 419.) 

Cardinal Sacchetti told the Pope his subjects suffered more than 
the Hebrews in Egypt, were treated more inhumanly than the slaves 
in Syria or Africa. 

All through the seventeenth century the Popes had founded great 
princely families — Borghese, Ludovisi, Barberini, Pamphili, Chigi, 
Rospiglioso, Allieri These great houses grew wealthy out of the 
spoils of the Church. (Acton, Lect. Mod. Hist., 226.) 

‘Innocent XI, 1676—89, told the clergy to preach Christ Crucified 
and educate the young; told the women to dress modestly and not to 


expose bosom and arms; forbade music to all female Romans; 
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raided gambling hells. He condemned the Jesuits Escobar, Suarez, 
Busenbaum, and others as “lax moralists.” He favored Tyrso Gon- 
zales, the opponent of “probabilism.” He did not favor the efforts of 
JamesII to Romanize England. “He blessed William of Orange 
hoping to embarrass Louis XIV.” (Krueger, p. 202.) He celebrated 
the Revocation of the Edict of Nantes with a Te Deum and bonfires. 

He encouraged Sobieski to free Vienna from the Turks in 1683. 
France took Avignon, forbade sending money to Rome, and was about 
to raise an antipope. 

Alexander VIII, 1689—91, practised nepotism on a grand scale; 
bought Queen Christine’s library for the Vatican; condemned the 
Jesuit “philosophical sin.” 

Innocent XII, 1691—1700, imprisoned gambling women and tried 
to reform the monks. Urged by Bossuet, he condemned 23 sentences 
of Fénelon, but did not dare to condemn the Pelagianism of Cardinal 
Sfondrati. The Elector Frederick August of Saxony turned Catholic, 
hoping thus to obtain the Polish crown. 

Clement XI, 1700—21, introduced the festival of the Immaculate 
Conception of Mary on December 6, 1708. He called the rise of the 
Brandenburg Elector to king of Prussia a “shameless crime against 
religion.” (Krueger, p.202.) In 1713 the Jesuits got him to issue 
the constitution Unigenitus condemning 101 points in Paschasius 
Quesnel’s New Testament. 

Innocent XIII, 1721—4, forbade the Jesuits to do mission-work 
in China and to receive new members and even thought of disbanding 
them; but he would not condemn the Unigenitus of Clement XI. 

Benedict first called himself XIV; later he considered Peter de 
Luna a schismatic and called himself the XIII, 1724—30. At the 
Lateran Council in 1725 he tried to reform the clergy, but in vain. 
He made Pope Gregory VII a saint expressly for banning Kaiser 
Henry IV. His venal and avaricious Secretary of State, Cardinal 
Coscia, was imprisoned and fined by Clement XII, 1730—40, who saw 
the papal political power prostrate. 

In 1787 the Venetian ambassador at Rome wrote home: “I can- 
not deny that there is something unnatural in the sight of all the 
Catholic governments in such disagreement with the Roman court 
that no reconciliation can be imagined which would not vitally injure 
this court. Whether it be due to greater enlightenment, as many 
say, or to the spirit of oppression of the weak, it is certain that the 
rulers are rapidly advancing towards depriving the See of Rome of 
all its temporal rights.” 

Benedict XIV, 1740—58, tried to reform the clergy, condemned 
the missionary practise of the Jesuits in China, and again in Mala- 
bar, and would reform that order. “Though all truth is locked up 

in my breast, I must confess that I cannot find the key to it.” He 
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was fond of cracking jokes that sound shocking in the mouth of the 
Vicar of Christ. He died with a joke on his lips. 

Clement XIII, 1758—69, was a mere creature of the Jesuits. 
When Louis XV tried to get a reform from the Jesuits, General Ricci 
made the famous reply, “Sint ut sunt aut non sint — They shall be 
as they are, or they shall not be at all.” Portugal, France, Spain, 
Naples, Milan, Venice, and Parma kicked out the Jesuits. The Pope 
tried to protect his friends with the interdict, but the world took no 
notice, and he moaned that “the Vicar of Christ was treated like the 
lowest of mortals.” Poisoned by the Jesuits? 

Little influence of the Holy Ghost, much influence of the French 
Bourbons, intrigues between Jesuits and anti-Jesuits, 185 ballots in 
three months, and Lorenzo Ganganelli became Pope Clement XIV, 
1769—74. He saw the need of reforms, but could not effect them. 
He told the French king it was impossible to suppress the Jesuits, 
who had been confirmed by nineteen Popes. He suppressed them on 
August 16, 1778, in the Breve Dominus ac Redemptor Noster. 
Poisoned by the Jesuits? 

In Coena Domini was no longer read on Maundy Thursday. 

Pius VI, 1775—99, a handsome dude, had criminal intercourse 
with Madame Falconieri, but to his clergy he forbade women, theaters, 
and gambling. Bishop Nicholas von Hontheim of Trier, under the 
name of Justinus Febronius, wrote The State of the Church and 
Legitimate Power of the Roman Pontiff, favoring a return to the 
Early Church. The Punctation of Ems by the Archbishop of Mainz, 
Trier, Koeln, and Salzburg also reduced the primacy of the Pope to 
primitive times. 

Maria Theresia reformed the Catholic Church of Austria, and 
the Pope forbade masses for the repose of her soul. 

Kaiser Joseph II made himself master of the Austrian Church; 
he reduced the worship of relics, processions, and pilgrimages, re- 
moved wide altars, and used the language of the people in public 
worship. Out of 2,000 monkeries only 700 were left; of the nun- 
neries, only a very few. Thereby 18,000,000 gulden could be used for 
practical church purposes. 

The Pope journeyed to Vienna, Count Kaunitz abruptly declined 
any negotiations with the Pope, who returned and threatened excom- 
munication. His letter was returned with the request to punish the 
insolent man who had dared to write it in the Pope’s name. Kaiser 
Leopold I decreased the clergy, reformed the morals of the monks, 
and ended the Inquisition. The Pope got Hontheim to retract his 
Febronianism, but could not end brigandage. 

In July, 1790, the French National Assembly signed the “Civil 
Constitution of Clergy.” The Pope condemned it. The Parisians 


burned the Pope in effigy and his encyclical in reality, and Avignon 
was seized, 
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Napoleon marched on Rome. In 1798 Rome was a republic. The 
sick old Pope was made a prisoner and dragged away to the Dauphiné, 
where he died on August 29, 1799. 

Bishop Ricci wrote in 1786: “Rest assured that no one in Rome 
knows what religion is”; again in 1787: “In the dark there shirk 
about the bricks of a court which, abusing a holy religion, would 
subject the whole world to its control”; again, 1798: “The Pope is 
near Florence. The scandals of his entourage help much to destroy 
him in the eyes of the people. So far few people knew how they are 
accustomed to live at the Roman court, where, without respect to 
Jesus Christ, they care only for the breves of His vicar, who has the 
power to forbid and permit.” (Schick, 241. 242.) 

Pius VII, 1800—23, made a concordat with France, Napoleon’s 
greatest mistake. Lafayette said, as long as the “little coronation 
bottle had not been broken over his head,”’ Napoleon needed the Pope. 
Napoleon took the crown from the Pope’s hands and crowned himself 
and Josephine, December 2, 1804. When the Pope refused to divorce 
Miss Patterson of Baltimore from Jerome, the emperor, in anger, 
divorced her himself. On May 17, 1809, the emperor made Rome an 
imperial city, annexed the Papal States to France, dragged the Pope 
as prisoner in a wagon to France, insulted and injured him, and 
forced him to indirect cession of the Papal States in January, 1813. 
In March, 1814, the Pope regained his freedom and the Papal States. 
On August 7 he restored the Jesuits. On June 26, 1816, he cursed 
Bible societies as “a horrible invention, which undermined the foun- 
dation of religion”; even the Catholic version of Leander van Ess 
was put on the Index of Forbidden Books. He allowed the divorce 
of Napoleon and Josephine on very trivial and unscriptural ground. 
(Grafton, Corr., p. 33. Guizot, Hist. France, chap. 7, p. 390.) 

In Spain alone, down to the year 1809, when it was abolished by 
Napoleon, the Inquisition burned alive 31,912 persons and imprisoned 
291,450, according to Llorente. (Bain, Development, 164.) The whole 
number of its victims is 341,021. 

On August 17, 1820, Spain abolished the Jesuits, most cloisters 
were closed, money to Rome was forbidden, the spiritual court was 
restricted; Villanueva, in the Cortes, was for ending the Papacy; 
like measures were taken in Portugal. The Pope forgave and helped 
Napoleon on St. Helena. 

On August 6, 1806, Francis II, the one hundred and twentieth 
emperor from Caesar Augustus, resigned the imperial crown and thus 
ended the Holy Roman Empire of the German nation. 

In 1819 Count Joseph de Maistre published Du Pape, in which 
salvation is to be hoped for only from Rome. The echo is in the 
words of the editor of the translation set on foot by Friedrich August 
Schlegel: “Without the Pope there can be no Christianity.” In 











How Peter Became Pope. 


Italy, Carlo Fea again claimed the Pope is above kings even in 
worldly matters. Consalvi refused the imprimatur, but it was printed 
under Leo XII. 

Leo XII, 1823—9, cursed Bible societies on April 5, 1824; forced 
Jews to attend missionary services and butchered hundreds of them. 
He had the idea the State was a mold to be filled with spiritual 
matter. Ranke writes: “Leo XII was hated by all, from the prince 
to the beggar.” He died during the carnival, and the people moaned: 
“The Holy Father inflicted three ills upon us—he accepted the 
crown, he lived long, and by his death he spoiled the carnival.” 
(Krueger, 227. 228.) 

Pius VIII, 1829—31, cursed Bible societies for preaching “the 
gospel of the devil” in the language of the people. 

Gregory XVI, 1831—46, told Cretineau-Joly: “At first no one 
noticed my book Jl Trionfo della S. Sede, not even my brethren of 
the cloister; now that I am Pope, all are agreed that it is an excel- 
lent work.” He forbade railroads and gas-lighting in the Papal 
States. Five powers demanded the promised reforms in the Papal 
States; but the Pope did not keep his promises. In 1831 the univer- 
sities were closed, and the students left full of hatred for the Church 
and Christianity. On August 15, 1832, he warred on modern society, 
called liberty of conscience a “deliramentum.” In 1835 he condemned 
Georg Hermes of Bonn as a “teacher of error.” Cardinal Capacini’s 
financial advice was not needed, the Pope being Peter’s successor. 
On May 8, 1844, he condemned Bible societies and the Evangelical 
Alliance. On July 6, 1845, Moniteur announced officially that the 
Pope had abandoned the French Jesuits. Gioberti attacked the 
Italian Jesuits. Massimo d’Azeglio and Gino Capponi demanded 
separation of Church and State. The Romans encored a dancer 
eighteen times, and the Pope said, “As long as my Romans applaud 
a dancer, they will not revolt.” The Pope took the names of Coper- 
nicus and Galileo from the Index. Bishop Arnoldi of Treves exposed 
the seamless coat of Christ. 

Gregory XVI, 1831—46, was a frequent visitor in the family of 
the barber Gaetano Moreni, whom the Pope made a nobleman. For 
this barber’s little son three cardinals and twenty-seven bishops were 
sponsors! The Romans called this boy of the barber only “Grego- 
riolo,” “Little Gregory.” Why? Father Gavazzi says Gregory XVI 
“was an inveterate drunken apostate.” (Lectures in New York, 
p. 186.) 

Pius IX, 1846—78, saw revolutionary bullets fall in the Quirinal 
and fled in disguise with the Bavarian minister’s wife to Gaeta, and 
the Roman republic was proclaimed on February 9, 1849. 

Oudinot’s French troops took Rome. The Pope returned in 1850 


and butchered hundreds, for which Cavour denounced him to Europe 
as a butcher. 
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The Roman Catholic Lord Acton writes of “the Papacy with its 
inventory of systematic crime.” 

F. R. de Lamennais, in 1854, complained he had found in Rome 
no other god than self-interest. “There men would sell nations, the 
human race, the three Persons of the blessed Trinity, one after the 
other or all together, for a morsel of land or for a few piastres.” 
(Hase, I, p. 236.) 

Curci, in Jl Vaticano Regio, says things are as bad now in Italy 
as they were when the Committee of Cardinals reported to Pope 
Paul III and, for example, that in one small southern diocese during 
the latter years of Pius IX there was not a single priest nor even 
a bishop who did not notoriously keep a mistress.” (OC. VII, Sec. 16. 
Littledale, p. 224. Prot. Treas., p. 83.) 

Dr. Johann Friedrich von Schulte speaks of the ignorance and 
immorality of the numerous clergy at Rome, where Antonelli did not 
set a good example. (Vierteljahrsbericht, p. 74, Heft 3, 1909. Bertels- 
mann.) 

During the long reign of Pope Pius IX the reins of power were 
held by the Secretary of State, Cardinal Antonelli, in whose strong 
hands the weak Pope was little better than a puppet. This great 
cardinal, the virtual ruler of the Catholic Church, was all the time 
leading an immoral life, and at his death the Countess Lambertini, 
one of his illegitimate children, through the courts sought her share 
of her father’s fortune which, by Italian law, is the due of illegiti- 
mate children. It amounted to 110,000,000 francs. 

Father Jer. Crowley said the dying Cardinal Antonelli refused 
the Sacraments, saying he had never believed in their efficacy. (Graf- 
ton, Corr., p. 34.) 

Shortly after 1846 the Pope called the bulk of the Italian priest- 
hood “dirt.” Dean Alford in 1866 said: “It is known for a fact 
that priests who have been compelled to fly from the kingdom of Italy 
for the foulest and most revolting crimes against nature are har- 
bored and favored here. Rome in its present state is a disgrace to 
Christendom and a blot upon humanity itself.” (Prot. Treasury, 
p. 83.) In 1868 the Pope gave the Golden Rose of Virtue to the very 
immoral Queen Isabella of Spain. 

In his diary, under date of March 29, 1848, Cardinal Manning 
states that “the Regulars, especially the Dominicans [in Rome], are 
open to the same charge” (of immorality). In Purcell’s Life of Car- 
dinal Manning (Vol. I, p. 386) we read that Pope Pius IX made many 
attempts to reform the monastic orders in Italy, but that they were 
always frustrated by the obstinate resistance of the great religious 
houses, especially the Dominicans. At the time of the suppression 
of the religious orders by the revolutionary government of Italy, 
Pius IX is said to have declared that, though he was bound to con- 
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demn the suppression of the monasteries, in his heart he could not 
but rejoice, as it was a blessing in disguise. On inquiring, in 1887, 
of Cardinal Manning whether this reported declaration of Pius IX 
were true, His Eminence replied that, whether such an expression 
had been actually delivered or not, it truly represented the views of 
the Pope. The cardinal added that the success of the revolution in 
Italy was in no small degree due to the laxity of morals in the 
clergy, seculars and regulars, and to defective education and training 
in the schools. (Prot. Treas., p. 180.) 

Cardinal Manning said that ecclesiastics had occasionally been 
sent from Rome to South America to reform evil-living priests, but 
that their efforts had been thwarted. The offenders had in some 
instances even attempted to murder the Pope’s emissaries. 

Of the monks in Catholic Peru, Cardinal Vaughan writes: “The 
monks here are in the lowest state of degradation, and a suppression 
of them would be an act of divine favor.” (J.G. Snead-Cox’s Life of 
Cardinal Vaughan, 1910, Vol. I, p. 136, in Prot. Treas., p. 181.) 

At La Salette, near Grenoble, on September 19, 1846, two chil- 
dren minding cows on a lonely mountain saw a fine lady robed in 
a yellow dress who said she was the Virgin Mary. The matter became 
known, pilgrims crowded to the place, chapels arose, hotels were 
opened, medals were struck, and the wonderful water was sold, for 
it cured disease and converted sinners. 

Cardinal Newman’s friend and diocesan, Bishop Ullathorne of 
Birmingham, published an account of his visit, professing full belief 
in the reality of the miracle. He opened, at Stratford-on-Avon, 
a chapel to Our Lady of La Salette and introduced the Confraternity 
of La Salette into his diocese. By a brief of August 26, 1852, the 
Pope gave a plenary indulgence to visitors to La Salette besides other 
privileges. Ullathorne’s priest, Wyse, writes: “In matters of faith 
God loves a cheerful giver. He is not pleased with those who seek 
what is the very minimum of belief which will secure their salvation. 
In these days of infidelity supernatural faith, cultivated for safety’s 
sake to the very utmost, is the only security against the vilest errors.” 

Other Catholics declared the whole thing a fraud, saying the 
“Virgin Mary” was one Constance Lamerliére, a nun, half knave, half 
crazy. She was forced to bring an action for defamation of char- 
acter; the court decided against her; on appeal the decision was 
confirmed. 

The Pope, on December 8, 1854, solemnly proclaimed the dogma 
of the Immaculate Conception of the Virgin Mary. The Jesuit 
Schrader rightly says: “The independent definition of a dogma in- 
cludes at the same time, not indeed explicitly and formally, but none 
the less undoubtedly and positively, another dogmatic decision, viz., 
that of the disputed question whether the Pope is in his own person 
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infallible in matters of faith or whether he can claim this infallibility 
only at the head of a council.” (Krueger, 237.) 

The proclamation of this doctrine was made in the apostolic 
letter Ineffabilis Deus, which was read in the presence of more than 
two hundred bishops. The Pope, however, declared this teaching on 
his own authority as the universal pastor and “the living voice” of 
the Church of Christ. This makes it necessary to salvation to believe 
that Mary, from the moment of her conception, was without sin. 
Pious IX placed a jeweled crown on an image of “the Queen of 
Heaven and Earth.” He said: “The most Blessed Virgin . . . ‘bruised 
the serpent’s head’. . . and will, by her most present and most power- 
ful patronage with God, turn away the scourges of divine wrath 
wherewith we are afflicted for our sins.... If there is any hope in 
us, if any grace, if any salvation, it redounds to us from her.... We 
have everything through Mary.” 

Jesus, Mary, Joseph, are placed exactly on an equality and called 
“the Earthly Trinity” by Gerson, quoted by Cardinal Manning. 
Witness this prayer in Cardinal Vaughan’s Manual: — 

“Jesus, Mary, and Joseph, I give you my heart and my soul. 
Jesus, Mary, and Joseph, assist me in my last agony.” 

In the Raccolta, published at Rome in 1825 “with the license of 
superiors,” we find these prayers: — 

“Sweet Heart of Mary, be my salvation.” 

“Leave me not, my Mother, in my own hands, or I am lost. Let 
me but cling to thee. Save me, my Hope; save me from hell.” 

“T adore you, Eternal Father; I adore you, Eternal Son; I adore 
you, Most Holy Spirit; I adore you, Most Holy Virgin, Queen of 
the Heavens, Lady and Mistress of the Universe.” 

In 1803 the Congregation of Rites decreed that “in all the 
writings of Alfonso de’ Liguori there is not one word that can be 
justly found fault with,” and Pope Pius IX made him a “Doctor of 
the Church.” Cardinals Wiseman and Manning formally recom- 
mended his Glories of Mary, from which we quote: — 

“Mary is our only refuge, help, and asylum.” 

“Often we shall be heard more quickly and be thus preserved 
if we have recourse to Mary and call upon her name than we should 
be if we called on the name of Jesus, our Savior.” 

“Many things are asked from God and are not granted; they are 
asked from Mary and are obtained.” 

“At the command of the Virgin all things obey, even God.” 

“He who is protected by Mary will be saved; he who is not will 
be lost.” 

Some tried to mount a red ladder topped by Christ and fell and 
fell again. They were advised to mount a white ladder topped by 
Mary, and they went up easily; for our Blessed Lady helped them, 
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and so they got safely to heaven. Liguori quotes this story two times. 
So it is easier to be saved by Mary than by Christ. If that is not 
blasphemy, what is blasphemy? The Catholic Bishop Strossmayer 
said in the Vatican Council: “We have made a goddess of Mary,” 
yes, and even the chief Deity. Rome has turned Christianity into 
Marianity. 

The rosary has 166 beads, on which are recited one Creed, fifteen 
Our Fathers, and a hundred and fifty Hail Marys. 

The pagan Romans “worshiped and served the creature more 
than the Creator,” Rom. 1,25. It seems the papal Romans are doing 
the same. 

Knute Rockne did his work “under the banner of the Mother of 
God, and we feel that she took care of him in his hour of need” — 
in death. So said the Rev. J. F. O’Hara, prefect of religion at Notre 
Dame University, on March 31. 

Where does Christ come in? He does not come in. Mary is the 
savior. Marianity, not Christianity. 

On February 11, 1858, at Lourdes, in Gascony, while picking up 
dry wood, Bernadette Soubirous, a poor girl of fourteen, saw a beau- 
tiful lady in white with a blue sash, who said, “I am the Immaculate 
Conception,” and invited the girl to drink at a fountain. Seeing no 
fountain, the girl scraped away some earth with her hands, and water 
came out, which now supplies millions of bottles for effecting wonder- 
ful cures. The bishop sanctioned the miracle, and pilgrims crowded 
thither. The miracles wrought by the prayers of Our Lady of Lourdes 
ought to banish all doubts. 

Shortly after the pilgrimages to Lourdes others were organized 
at Paray-le-Monial, where Marguerite Marie Alacoque, at the end of 
the seventeenth century, saw, for instance, our Lord’s heart in His 
bosom burning as in a furnace and her own heart placed as a small 
atom of fire in that furnace. Pope Pius IX beatified her and sanc- 
tioned the devotion to the Sacred Heart of Jesus, now so very popular. 

At Whitsuntide, 1862, Pius IX assembled his cardinals and hun- 
dreds of bishops and canonized the twenty-six martyrs who perished 
in the persecution of Japan in 1597 and hoped thereby to gain new 
intercessors with God. 

In March, 1864, the Pope addressed a brief to the Archbishop of 
Munich, in which he declared that the opinions of Catholic writers 
were subject to the authority of the Roman congregations. 

On December 8, 1864, came the encyclical Quanta Cura with the 
eighty clauses of the Syllabus condemning modern “errors.” No. 55 
condemns “the Church ought to be separated from the State and 
the State from the Church.” 

Replying to the Association for Promoting the Unity of Christen- 
dom, Cardinal Patrizzi says, with the authority of the Holy Office, 
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dated Rome, November 8, 1865: “Whosoever is separated from the 
one and only Catholic Church, however well he may believe himself 
to live, by this one sin of separation is in a state of wrath... out of 
which is neither salvation nor entrance into the kingdom of heaven.” 
(Dearden, 61.) 

St. Augustine says: “Those who are unjustly excommunicated 
are crowned of God in secret.” 

Pius IX wrote Emperor WilliamI on August 7, 1873, that all 
baptized persons belonged in some measure to the Pope. 

The Roman Catholic historian Lingard writes: “The Popes be- 
came sovereigns over sovereigns and assumed the right of judging 
them in their papal courts and of transferring their crowns as they 
thought just.” (A. B., 494.) : 

The Papacy’s “ideal of the Church is a universal empire spir- 
itually and, where it is possible, physically, ruled by a single monarch, 
an empire of force and oppression, where the spiritual authority is 
aided by the secular arm in summarily suppressing every movement 
it dislikes.” (Janus, Preface, XV.) 

Gladstone, in his Vaticanism, says of the Pope’s system that “its 
influence is adverse to freedom in the state, the family, and the indi- 
vidual. When weak, it is too often crafty, and when strong, tyran- 
nical.” He says it is the Pope’s policy that in “the Church of Rome 
nothing shall remain except an Asian monarchy, — nothing but one 
giddy height of despotism and one dead level of religious sub- 
serviency.” 

“To assail this system is the Alpha and Omega of my desire, and 
it is to me a matter of regret that I am not able to handle it as it 
deserves without reflecting upon the persons, be they who they may, 
that have brought it into the world, have sedulously fed its weakness, 
have reared it up to its baleful maturity, have forced it upon those 
who now force it upon others, are obtaining for it from day to day 
fresh command over the pulpit, the press, the confessional, the 
teacher’s chair, the bishop’s throne.” (Anglican Brief, 482. 483.) 

Bismarck called the papal party a breaching-battery against the 
state; “a political power that has interfered with the greatest reso- 
lution and success in the affairs of this world, that aims at such inter- 
ference and has made it part of its program”; “the immemorial 
struggle between the royal power and the priesthood.” 

In the bull Aeterni Patris Unigenitus, Pius IX called the Vatican 
Council. Of the 750 Fathers the non-Italians did not number 300, 
whereas the 450 others were either Italians or directly dependent 
on the Pope for their living or on the Propaganda Fide. Pius IX, 
moreover, gave free lodging to some 180 poor Fathers, who repaid his 
hospitality by shouting for the infallibility. Dupanloup wrote or 
inspired the pamphlet La Situation des Choses 4 Rome, proving that 
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the Pope tyrannized the council, which, against the protest of almost 
all learned Catholics, voted to declare the Pope infallible. 

On July 18, 1870, in the constitution Pastor Aeternus, Pius IX, 
all by himself, proclaimed his infallibility. 

“We teach and declare as a dogma revealed by God: that the 
Roman Pontiff, when he speaks ex cathedra, i. e, when, in the dis- 
charge of his office as pastor and teacher of all Christians, by virtue‘ 
of his supreme apostolic authority, he defines a doctrine touching 
faith or morals to be held by the Universal Church, is, in virtue of 
the divine assistance promised to him in St. Peter, endowed with that 
infallibility with which the divine Redeemer willed that His Church 
should be provided in defining doctrine touching faith or morals; and 
that therefore such definitions of the Roman Pontiff are of themselves, 
and not because of the assent of the Church, irreversible. And if 
any man — which God forbid! — should presume to oppose this our 
definition, let him be accursed.” 

At last! After a checkered career of ups and downs, after 1,800 
years of fraud and force, the humble Elder Peter is become the 
infallible Pope. 

Faber said: “The sovereign Pontiff is the third visible presence 
of Jesus Christ among us, the visible shadow that proceeds from the 
invisible Head of the Church in the Blessed Sacrament.” 

The Civilta Cattolica wrote: “When the Pope thinks, it is God 
who thinks in him.” 

In 1415 the Council of Constance and in 1432 the Council of 
Basel decreed: “Even the Pope is bound to obey” the councils. 

Keenan’s Controversial Catechism calls papal infallibility “a Prot- 
estant invention; it is no article of Catholic faith.” 

When Pius IX, in 1870, declared himself infallible, this was 
quietly left out. (Gore, p. 123.) 

For nearly two hundred years, especially in 1788—9, the bishops, 
clergy, and laity of England and Ireland denied the Pope’s infalli- 
bility and temporal power over civil governments were doctrines of 
the Church. Upon that the government granted to Catholics polit- 
ical rights. 

Gladstone writes: “Either the See and Court of Rome had... 
abandoned the dream of enforcing infallibility on the Church, or 
else by wilful silence they were guilty of practising upon the British 
Crown one of the blackest frauds recorded in history.” 

Cardinal Newman lamely says the Pope was no party to those 
declarations. Very well, but the Pope did not excommunicate those 
liars and perjurers! (A. B., 493.) 

On September 20, 1870, Victor Emmanuel made a breach in the 
wall of Rome and marched to the Quirinal. In the October elections 
only a few votes were against taking Rome into the kingdom of 
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united Italy, and the Pope’s kingship was carried to the grave. On 
May 13, 1871, the Guarantee Law allowed the Pope the Vatican, the 
Lateran, Castel Gandolfo on Lake Albano, complete freedom in his 
spiritual authority, and 3,250,000 lire a year. But the Pope refused 
the offer and preferred to play the réle of the Prisoner of the Vatican. 

Leo XIII is responsible for the terrible massacre of Perugia, 
June 20, 1859, when Colonel Anton Schmid of Uri, with “the scum 
of all Europe,” murdered mothers and children, forced wives and 
nuns, plundered and burned homes, and destroyed images, cruci- 
fixes, etc. Many cardinals died suddenly. Roman rumor had it they 
were poisoned. Cardinal Hohenlohe believed it and was afraid to 
drink the very wine he used in the Mass. (Engert, II, 176. 177.) 

On June 20, 1894, Leo called himself the “Vicar of the Almighty 
here on earth” and on December 3, 1880, called the Protestant mis- 
sionaries the “messengers of the Prince of Darkness.” (Krueger, 256.) 

The German Catholic Center party resented the Pope’s inter- 
ference in politics, in the Septennate question, January 21, 1887. 

The Pope recognized the French republic, but the earnest French 
Catholics refused to follow the Pope. 

The Pope condemned the Freemasons as the “synagog of Satan.” 
Leo Taxil befooled the Pope and Church for more than a decade. 

On January 22, 1899, the Pope condemned “Americanism.” In 
the encyclical Aeterni Patris, Leo commanded that “the golden wis- 
dom of Aquinas “should again be taught and spread as widely as 
possible for the defense and adornment of Catholic doctrine, for the 
good of society, and for the growth of all the sciences.” 

Hadrian II, in an allocution to the Roman Synod, in 869, says: 
“We read that the Roman Pontiff has pronounced judgments on the 
prelates of all the churches; we do not read that anybody has pro- 
nounced sentence on him.” 

Nicholas, to Emperor Michael, says: “It is evident that the 
judgment of the Apostolic See, than which there is no authority 
greater, may be rejected by no one, nor is it lawful for any one to 
pass judgment on its judgment.” These sentiments of former Popes 
are quoted with approval by Pope Leo XIII in his encyclicals, p. 387. 

Leo XITI, in his encyclical letter Satis Cognitum of 1896, makes 
1. arbitrary assumptions, 2. wholly unhistorical assertions, 3. unjusti- 
fiable quotations. a) He quotes St. Pacian as saying: “To Peter the 
Lord spake; to one therefore that He might establish unity upon 
one.” But the Pope omits to mention that St. Pacian continues: 
“And soon He was to give the same injunction to the general body.” 
b) He cites, in confirmation of the papal view of Peter as the rock, 
some quite ambiguous words of Origen, although the context proves 
conclusively that Origen had no idea that Peter had any privilege 
which all the other apostles did not share. c) He cites St. Cyprian as 
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saying “of the Roman Church that ‘it is the root and mother of the 
Catholic Church, the Chair of St. Peter, and the principal Church 
whence sacerdotal unity had its origin.’” This is a combination of 
two different passages, of which the first, “the root and mother of the 
Catholic Church,” has no reference to the Roman Church, and the 
second, from a letter strongly rebuking the Pope, refers to Rome as 
the source of the apostolical succession in Africa. (Bp. Gore, 
R. 0. O., 199.) 

It was the oft-repeated reproach of the Greeks that the Roman 
Church was “the native home of inventions and falsification of 
documents.” Janus says: “Like successive strata of the earth cov- 
ering one another, so layer after layer of forgeries and falsifications 
was piled up in the Church.” (p. 117.) 

Pope Leo XIII, in his encyclical Letter Satis Cognitum, of 
June 20, 1896, says: “Cut off from the Catholic Church, a man 
becomes a heretic. Separated from the Catholic Church, a man is 
united to an adulteress.” (Page 358.) 

May the Pope kill these heretics?) The Institutiones Iuris Eccle- 
siastict of the Jesuit Father Marianus de Luca, professor of the 
Papal University at Rome, issued from the Vatican press in 1901, 
approved by Leo XIIT: — 

“The Church has a coercive power even to the extent of the death- 
sentence. It must put these wicked men [heretics] to death.” (Vol. I, 
142.148. McCabe, The Popes, pp. 210—213.) 

“A man is speaking who has visited more seminaries than there 
are in North America, who has lived more than twenty-five years 
among priests and seminarists, who has heard thousands of general 
confessions. ... We can assure the reader that there have been 
seminaries that were closed because the majority of the inmates (there 
were about two hundred) had become contaminated with the plague 
of Pentapolis. And we know a number of seminaries that should like- 
wise be closed because the vice of Sodom corrodes the majority of 
its inhabitants. Intelligenti pauca. 

“Will the ordination which they receive, in the majority of cases 
against the express mandate of their last confessor, make them any 
better ? 

“We can swear as a priest and affirm as a gentleman that the 
youths are not bettered. We have heard the same views expressed in 
intimate conversations with many eminent Spaniards, Frenchmen, 
and Italians, and whenever we have asked any Jesuit Father, any 
Franciscan or Capuchin and other priests who have visited some 
dioceses, devoting their time to work among the priests, we have 
received the same answer. ... Engaged in missionary work in one 
of the largest dioceses of Spain, which is considered one of the best, 
the infraction of Benedict XIV’s Bulla Sacramentum Poeniten- 
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tiae.... We observed with a sorrowful surprise that this most grave 
of abuses continued. ... The provisor to whom we carried our com- 
plaint answered us with tears in his eyes, as we will confirm under 
oath: ‘Oh, Father, I do not know what we shall do; for nearly, if 
not all, are doing the same thing; and on the other hand, I have 
just received orders from Rome that we shall be lenient in this 
matter.’ It may be asserted that celibacy has ceased to be a general 
custom among the priests. 

“What were the present Reformist nations while they still were 
Romanist with respect to the others? Who will gainsay that we were 
greatly superior to them in everything, in literature, philosophy, 
theology, exegesis, social culture, and so forth? And what has hap- 
pened since then? The Romanist nations have declined more and 
more, so that now many of them are spoken of as dead nations, while 
the Reformist nations are steadily advancing in knowledge, in 
morality, and in general progress.” (Fradryssa, pp. 248—252. 295.) 

Pius X upheld the old claims of the Papacy, as is proved in the 
Fairbanks-Roosevelt-Vatican affair. 

As “Universal Bishop,” successor of Peter, “Prince of the 
Apostles,” the Pope claims sole right to make and unmake bishops 
and absolute rule over every bishop and archbishop throughout 
the world. 

In the oath of allegiance to the Pope the bishop elect swears to 
remain faithful to the Holy See, to extend and promote the rights, 
privileges, and powers of the See of Peter, to persecute and fight all 
heretics and schismatics to the utmost of his ability, to undertake 
to. visit Rome at stated intervals and whenever specially summoned, 
and to give an account to the Pope of his whole pastoral office. (Our 
Brief, 42—44; Carl Mirbt, Quellen z. Gesch. d. Papsttums, 2. ed., 438.) 

The absolute rule of the Pope may be séen from the pastoral of 
Cardinal Langenieux, Archbishop of Reims, dated July 20, 1904: 
“We renew our unbounded submission to the Vicar of Jesus Christ. 
His authority has no other limits than those which he himself pre- 
scribes. We should consequently obey him in everything he orders 
or counsels. We wish to be the first among you to practise that simple 
and prompt obedience which’ admits of neither hesitation nor calcu- 
lation.” (Our Brief, 44.) 

In a letter to the London Times of August 1, 1904, the Catholic 
historian Dom Gasquet, O.S. B., writing as to the Pope’s power “to 
deal directly with any individual bishop when and how he may 
choose,” asks: “How otherwise could any supreme spiritual authority 
govern the subjects who have taken an oath to obey him in all 
matters relating to that sphere?” 

For the consequences of this papal rule carefully consider the 
words of Father Hyacinthe in the London Times, August 15, 1904: 
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“France and Italy can only advance in proportion to their emanci- 
pation from ‘this fatal servitude to a foreign power, which was never 
instituted by Christ and which was unknown during the early cen- 
turies of the Church’s history.’ ” 

Pope Pius XI calls February 11, 1929, a “turning-point in the 
history of the Holy See and the Church.” (Milwaukee Sentinel, 
March 10, 1929.) 

On that day Mussolini gave the Pope the Vatican City, and 
“Peter” is again a temporal ruler. 

“Deus vos impleat odio papae!” (Luther.) 

Milwaukee, Wis. WitiiaM DaLLMANN. 
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Unter den Schwierigkeiten, die den Exegeten und Prediger im Alten 
Teſtament beſchäftigen, treten die des Textes bſonders hervor. Dies 
hat ſeinen Grund zum Teil in unſerer Unwiſſenheit betreffs einzelner 
Punkte der Sprache; denn die Sprachwiſſenſchaft hat noch längſt nicht 
alle Fragen des hebräiſchen Wortſchatzes und der Grammatik gelöſt, 
obgleich in den letzten Jahrzehnten gewaltige Fortſchritte gemacht wor⸗ 
den find. Hiermit hängt zuſammen die teilweiſe Löſung der Schwierig⸗ 
keiten der maſſoretiſchen Vokalzeichen und der Punktation, die wohl einen 
bedeutenden Fortſchritt auf dem Gebiete der hebräiſchen Sprachwiſſen⸗ 
ſchaft bezeichnet, aber doch auch den Forſcher nicht ſelten im Stich läßt. 
Der Hauptgrund für die Textſchwierigkeiten im Alten Teſtament iſt aber 
wohl darin zu ſuchen, daß ſich die Konjekturalkritik auf dieſem Gebiete 
mit Vorliebe beſchäftigt hat, wie man das unter anderm an Friedrich 
Delitzſch' Buch „Die Leſe- und Schreibfehler im Alten Teſtament“ ſehen 
kann, ſo daß ſich bei manchen Forſchern ein gewiſſes Mißtrauen gegen 
den Text eingeſchlichen hat, jedoch ohne Berechtigung, wie wir das bei 
anderer Gelegenheit zu zeigen hoffen. 

Wher es finden ſich aud, gang abgefehen bon intenſiven Sprach⸗ 
forfdungen, getviffe Schwierigkeiten im Inhalt des Alten Teftaments, 
bon denen wohl die meiften durch ein genaues Studium de3 Kontextes 
und der Parallelen gelöſt und befeitigt werden fonnen. Es gilt dabei 
natürlich die ſchärfſten Vergleide anguftellen, nidt nur zwiſchen den 
berfdiedenen in Betradt fommenden Stellen der hiftorifden Bücher, 
fondern aud zwiſchen diefen und den poetifdjen Biidern und fogar den 
Propheten, da in vielen Fallen die Löſung fich in einer faft nebenfad- 
lichen Bemerfung findet. Dies gilt aud) von den manderlei Schwierig⸗ 
feiten, die fid) un8 in den berfdiedenen Beridjten iiber die Familie 
Davids und deffen Verwandtidaft finden und die darum Hier kurz bez 
handelt werden follen. 

David gehörte zum Geſchlechte und Stamme Juda. Ausdrücklich 
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twird in den Geſchlechtsregiſtern Perez (Luk. 3,33: Phares; Meatth. 
1,3: Pbhareg), der Sohn Judas, als der Mann angegeben, durd den 
das Gefdledht des Patriardenjohnes auf David weitergefiihrt wurde, 
1 Mof. 46,12; denn Ger und Onan waren geftorben im Lande Kanaan, 
und givar finderlo3. Vgl. 1 Chron. 2,3.5. Die folgenden Namen fiihren 
das Gejdledtsregijter Judas von Perez weiter: Hegron, Ram, Ammi—⸗ 
nadab, Nabheffon, Salma, Boas, Obed, Iſai, 1 Chron. 2,5—12; vgl. 
Matth.1,3—5. Bn Luf.3, 32.33 findet fich der Name Aram jtatt 
Ram und E8rom ftatt Hegron; beides find offenbar nur verfdiedene 
Schreibweiſen. Im Buche Ruth werden die Familienvater genau auf- 
gefiihrt wie in der Chronifa. Es ijt auf Grund diefer Lijten Mar, dak 
twir eS hier mit einem genauen Verzeichnis von Vatern und Söhnen gu 
tun haben, immer im erjten GliedD. Go wurde das Geſchlecht Judas 
tweitergefiihrt bis auf Iſai oder Jeſſe, den Vater Davids. 

Nicht ohne Abſicht finden fich beim Cvangelijten Matthaus einige 
Anmerfungen, die beredhtigteriveije bon den Exregeten beriicfichtigt twor- 
den find: „Salma zeugete Boas bon der Rahab. Boas zeugete Obed 
bon der Ruth.” Denn Rabhab wird ſowohl im Alten Teftament, of. 
2,1; 6,25, wie im Neuen, Hebr. 11,31; Jaf. 2, 25, eine Hure genannt, 
Die fich aber ohne Biweifel nach der Eroberung Jerichos von ihrem böſen 
Weſen gefehrt hatte. Und Ruth, die Urgrofmutter de3 Königs David, 
war eine Moabiterin, gehorte aljo gu einem Volfe, bon dem der HErr 
gefagt hatte: ,Die Ammoniter und Moabiter follen nidt in die Ge- 
meinde des HErrn fommen, aud nad dem gehnten Glied; fonbdern fie 
follen nimmermebr bineinfommen”, 5 Mof. 23,3. Unter den Vorfabren 
des Heilandes fanden fid alfo, und da3 ſchon bor der Beit Davids, Wus- 
wärtige, und dDarunter eine, die eine Sffentlide Siinderin geweſen war. 
Nehmen wir noch hinzu, dak Perez, der Sohn Judas, infolge der Siinde 
der Blutfdande bon der Thamar geboren iwar, fo haben wir guten 
Grund angunehmen, dak der Liebe Gott hier hat andeuten wollen, dak 
Der groke Sohn Davids der Heiland aud der Heiden fotwie der größten 
Sünder fein follte. 

Indem wir nun auf die eigentlide Familie Davids gu fpreden 
fommen und mit Iſai oder Jeſſe den Anfang madden, tritt uns fofort 
eine Schwierigkeit entgegen, nämlich in weldem Berhaltnis Nahas, 
2 Sam. 17,25, gu David ftand. Der Vers lautet in der Lutherfdjen 
fiberfebung: „Und Abſalom hatte Amaja an Yoabs Statt gefebt über 
das Heer. Es war aber Amaja eines Mannes Sohn, der hieß Fethra, 
ein Israeliter, welcher lag bei Abigail, der Tochter Nahas’, der Schiwefter 
Berujas, Joabs Mutter.“ Keil bemerkt gu diefer Stelle: „über fein 
Heer hatte Abfalom an Yoabs Stelle, der David treu geblieben und 
mit feinem Könige nad Mahanaim gegogen war, Amafa als Feldherrn 
gefest, den Sohn eines Manned namens Yithra, *Senben, welder gut 
Abigail, der Todjter de3 Nahas und Schweſter der Beruja, der Mutter 
Joabs, gegangen war, das heift, ibr beigetwwohnt hatte. Amaſa war 
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demnach ein unebhelider Vetter Joabs. . . . Aus der VBegeidnung der 
Abigail als Todhter des Nahas und Sdhiwefter der Beruja, nicht Schweſter 
Davids, haben fdon altere Ausleger mit Recht geſchloſſen, daß Abigail 
und Zeruja nur Stieffdiweftern Davids waren, Titer von Davids 
Mutter und des Nahas, nidt des Iſai.“ Die andern einfdlagigen 
Stellen find 1 Chron. 2,16 f.: ,Und ihre Schweſtern [namlid die der 
Sohne Iſais] waren Beruja und Abigail. Die Kinder Berujas find: 
Abiſai, Boab, Aſahel, die drei. Abigail aber gebar Amaſa. Der Vater 
aber Amaſas war Yether, ein Ismaeliter.“l) Ferner 1 Chron. 11, 40, 
two zwei Yethriter aufgefiihrt werden unter den ftreitbaren Selden 
Davids. 

Wir diirfen wohl mit Recht ſchließen, dak Beruja und Abigail 
Töchter der Putter Davids aus deren erjter Che, mit Nahas, waren. 
Gie waren demnach Stiefjchweftern Davids und bedeutend alter als 
er, Da er ja der jiingfte Sohn Iſais war. Mit diefer Annahme ftimmt 
aud der ganze Cindrud, den man bon dem Verhaltnis zwiſchen David 
und feinen Stiefneffen, Abiſai, Yoab und Afahel, gewwinnt. Sonderlich 
Joab erfdeint in der Geſchichte als ein ſchon alterer Mann, der fid 
auf fein Wter und feine Erfahrung David gegeniiber etwas gugute tun 
fonnte. Die Schrift berichtet uns bon dem endlichen Schickſal famt- 
Ticher Neffen Davids. Yoab hielt fich ziemlich treu zu David von der 
Zeit an, al3 er gegen Abner ausgog, 2 Sam.2,13. Es war in Ddiefer 
Schlacht bet Helfath, wo Afahel bon Abner im Cingelfampf getitet 
wurde, 2 Sam. 2,20 ff. Dies rachte Joab nicht lange danach, indem 
er Abner unter dem Tor Hebrons erjtad, 2Gam.3,27. Boab hielt 
tcotz mander Schwierigkeiten und Meinungsverfdiedenheiten bet David 
aus, aud) während der Rebellion Abfalom3. Dagegen ſchlug er fich auf 
Adonias Seite, als diefer das Kinigreid an ſich gu reißen fudjte, 1 Ron. 
1,7, weswegen David in feinen Abſchiedsworten Salomo den Auftrag 
gab, nad feiner Weisheit mit Yoab gu handeln, 1 Kin. 2,5, was denn 
aud geſchah, indem Salomo den fritheren Feldherrn feines Vaters beim 
Wtar in der Stiftshiitte erfdhlagen lief, 1 Rin. 2,28—34. Won Abifai 
wird beridjtet, dak er gu den Helden Davids gehirte und der herrlidjte 
unter dreien war, 2 Sam. 28,18; 1 Chron. 12,20. Gr mar es, der 
David auf feiner gefahrliden Nadhterpedition in das Lager Sauls be- 
gleitete, 1am. 26,6—12. Gr war e8, der dem loſen Simei den 
Kopf abreifen wollte, al3 diefer David fluchte, 2Gam. 16,9; 19, 21. 
Er war es aud, der David das Leben rettete, als Yesbi gu Nob, ein 
Philijter, den Konig gu erſchlagen gedadte, 2Gam.21,15—17. Gr 
war es endlid, der als Freiwilliger mit zwei andern Selden durd da3 
Lager der Pbhilijter rip, um David einen Trunk Waffers aus dem 
Brunnen gu Bethlehem gu bringen, 2 Gam.23,14—17. Won der 





1) Hiernach ift die Stelle 2 Sam. 17, 25 ,YeSreeliter” gu forrigieren; denn 
dies ift offenbar Schreibfehler; es tonnte leicht Reſch ſtatt Mem geleſen werden. 
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Beit und der Weife feines Todes wird uns in der Sdhrift nichts be— 
ridtet. Von Amaja, dem Sohne Abigails, dem vierten Neffen David3, 
wird uns wenig Gutes bericdtet. Als Abſalom fic gegen feinen Vater 
emporte, machte er Amaſa gu feinem Feldherrn, 2 Sam. 17,25; aber 
Diefer wurde in der Schladht bei Mahanaim fo ganglid aufs Haupt ge- 
ſchlagen, daß ſich fein gange3 Geer gerftreute, 2Gam.18,6.7. Als 
Dann David wieder in fein Königreich eingefebt twurde, bot er Amafa 
die Stelle als FeldDhauptmann in feinem Heere an, 2 Gam. 19,18, und 
er war tatſächlich der Führer des Buges, als der Aufrithrer Seba feinen 
Rohn erbhielt. Bei diefer Gelegenheit aber, wahrend Joab feinen Vetter 
mit heudlerijd-freundlidjen Worten begrüßte, nahm er die Gelegenheit 
wahr, Amafa meudlings gu ermorden, 2 Gam. 20,9.10.12. Es mag 
fein, dak Amaſa gu identifigieren ijt mit Amafai, dem Hauptmann 
unter dreigigen, der nad 1 Chron. 13 (12),18 David mit herglicjen 
Worten begriifte. 

Seen wir uns nun tweiter die Familie Jeſſes oder Bfai3 an, in 
der David der jiingfte war. Den Namen feiner Mutter fennen wir 
nicht. Wir diirfen aber annehmen, daf fie ein gottesfiirdtiges Weib 
war und dak David fie hod achtete, da er an zwei Stellen, Pj. 86, 16 
und 116, 16, fid den ,,Sobhn der Magd Gottes” nennt. Yn der Familie 
Jeſſes waren, wie mance Ausleger annehmen, fieben Sohne, nad andern 
agt. 1 Gam. 16,5—12 finden wir Cliab als Crftgebornen, Abinadab 
alg zweiten, Samma als dritten, worauf der Bericht weitergeht: „Da 
ließ Iſai feine fieben Söhne bor Samuel iibergehen.... Und Samuel 
fprad) gu Iſai: Sind das die Raben alle? Gr fprach: Es ift nod übrig 
der fleinjte; und fiebe, er biitet ber Schafe.“ Danad ware David als 
der adte Sohn angufehen. 1 Gam. 17,13 ff. werden wieder die dret 
größten Söhne Iſais genannt: Cliab, Abinadab und Gamma. Und 
dann folgt die Bemerfung: „David aber war der jiingfte.” Vorher 
aber, V. 12, wird ausbdritdlid gefagt: ,David aber mar eines ephrati- 
fGen Mannes Sohn von Bethlehem-Juda, der hieß Bfai; der hatte acht 
Söhne und war ein alter Mann gu Sauls Zeiten und war betagt unter 
den Mannern.” Hier müſſen mir noch hingufiigen die Stelle 1 Chron. 
2,183—17: „Iſai geugete feinen erften Sohn, Cliab, Abinadab den 
andern, Simea den dritten, Nethaneel den vierten, Raddai den fiinften, 
Ozgem den fedften, David den fiebenten.” Die Frage, wer der adte Sohn 
war, ijt nicht leicht beantivortet. Es mag fein, dab es Elihu war, der 
1 Chron. 28 (27),18 genannt wird als ,aus den Brüdern Davids’. 
Diefer Name findet fich in den fyrifden und arabiſchen überſetzungen 
des Alten Teftaments, wahrend die LXX hier Eliab lefen. C8 ift leidt 
miglid, dak Elihu der Sohn eines Kebsweibes war und deswegen nidt 
in der eigentlicjen Lifte der Sohne Iſais aufgefiihrt wird. Yn dem- 
felben Rapitel wird ein Vetter — oder beffer, ein Neffe — Davids, ein 
Sohn Sammas oder Simeas, namen3 Yonathan, aufgefiihrt, V. 32. 
Wie fteht es nun mit Davids eigener Familie? Midal wird als 








Die Familie Davids. 499 


erſtes Weib Davids genannt, 1 Sam. 18,27, und e3 wird audsdriidlid 
gefagt: „Und Michal, Sauls Todter, hatte ifn Lieb.” Rurzg darauf 
aber, nadbem David fic) eine Beitlang an verfdiedenen Ortern im 
fiidlichen Teile Judas, im Moabiterlande und bet den Pbilijtern auf- 
gebalten hatte, gab Saul Michal, ſeine Tochter, Davids Weib, Phalti, 
Dem Sohne Laid’ von Gallim, 1 Gam. 25,44. Es war eine ganze 
Reihe Jahre fpater, als David fein Weib Michal durch Isboſeth von 
Phalti oder Paltiel, dem Sohne Laid’, guriidforderte, 2 Gam. 3, 15. 
Michal blieb dann ein Weib Davids, wurde aber wegen ihrer Ver- 
achtung ifres Mannes bei Gelegenheit der Abholung der Bundeslade 
fo gejtraft, daß fie bon da an fein Rind hatte, 2 Sam. 6, 23.2) 
Mittleriveile hatte David andere Weiber genommen. Wir lefen 
1 Gam. 25,42 .: „Und Abigail eilete und madhte fich auf und ritt auf 
einem Gjel .. . und gog den Boten Davids nad und ward fein Weib. 
Auch nahm David Ahinoam von Yesreel; und twaren beide feine 
Weiber.” Val. 2 Sam. 2,2. Die Familie Davids wird 2 Sam. 3, 2—5 
fo beſchrieben: „Und e3 tourden David Kinder geboren gu Hebron: fein 
erjtgeborner Sohn: Amnon von Ahinoam, der YeSreelitin; der andere: 
Chileab von Abigail, Nabals Weib, de3 Karmeliten; der dritte: Wbja- 
fom, der Sohn Maachas, der Tochter Thalmais, des Königs gu. Gefur; 
der bierte: Adonia, der Sohn Hagith3; der fiinfte: Saphatja, der 
Sohn Abitals; der fecdhfte: Yethream von Egla, dem Weibe Davids.” 
Dazu fommt nod eine Todjter, jedenfall3 ſpäter geboren, nämlich Tha- 
mar, die Sdhiwefter Abſaloms, 2Gam.13. Etwas fpater wird be- 
richtet, daß David nod mehr Weiber und Kebsweiber gu Serujalem 
genommen habe und dak ihm nod mehr Sohne und Töchter geboren 
worden feien. „Und das find die Namen derer, die ifm gu Jeruſalem 
geboren find: Gammua, Sobab, Nathan, Galomo, Sebehar, Eliſua, 
Nepheg, Japhia, Clifama, Cliada, Cliphalet”, 2 Gam. 5, 13—16. 
Diefer Bericht wird 1 Chron. 3, 1—9 in der Weife ergangt, dak Simea, 
Sobab, Nathan und Salomo als Söhne Bathfebas genannt werden. 
Die bolle Bahl dex Söhne, die dem Könige David in Yerufalem geboren 
wurden, ijt dreigehn, ohne was der Kebsweiber Kinder waren, B. 9. 
WZ neue Namen fommen Hingu Noga, 1 Chron. 3,7, und Serimoth, 
2 Chron. 11,18. 1Chron. 15 (14), 7 ſteht der Name Baeljada ſtatt 
des gang ähnlichen Eliada in der früheren Liſte. Bekanntlich gab der 
Prophet Nathan dem Salomo einen zweiten Namen, nämlich Jedidja, 
„um des HErrn willen“, 2 Sam. 12,35. Das bon David im Ehebruch 
gegeugte Rind erhielt jedenfalls keinen Namen, 2 Gam. 12, 15—18. 
David hatte feinen Teil an GSausfreug gu tragen. Gein erjt- 
geborner Sohn, Amnon, bon Ahinoam, der Jesreelitin, beging Blut- 
ſchande mit feiner Halbſchweſter Thamar und wurde deSwegen bon 





2) Der Name Michal in 2 Sam. 21, 8 ift ohne Bweifel Schreibfehler fiir 
Merob, denn diefe war es, die Udriel geheiratet hatte, 1 Sam. 18, 19. 
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deren Bruder Abſalom, bon jeinen Knedten, erfdlagen, 2 Gam. 13, 28. 
Sein Sohn Chileab bon Abigail, der Rarmelitin, ſcheint früh gejtorben 
gu fein, da er nicht weiter ertwwahnt wird. Abſalom geigte ſchon friih 
einen ausgepragten Hang gum Chrgeiz und gur Citelfeit. Nachdem er 
an Umnon Rache geiibt hatte, brachte er ſeinen Mutwillen gegen Joab 
gum Wusdrud, 2 Sam. 14,80—33. Dann wurde er ein Aufriihrer 
gegen feinen eigenen Vater und beging Blutſchande mit den Kebsweibern 
feines Vaters, und das fogar bor den Augen des gangen Ysrael. lind 
dod trug der alternde Vater diefen Sohn auf liebendem Herzen, fo dak 
er fogar nad deſſen wohlverdientem Tode, 2 Gam. 18,14, ihn beflagte 
und betweinte. Der vierte Sohn, Adonia, lief fich gleichfalls vom Chr- 
geiz twegreifen, fo dak er zweimal den Verſuch madhte, das Königreich 
an fid) gu reigen. Das erjte Mal hatte er Yoab und den Priefter Whja- 
thar auf feiner Seite; das zweite Mal verſuchte er fogar mit Hilfe 
Bathſebas fein Biel gu erreidjen. Diefer lebte Verſuch fojtete ihn fein 
Leben, 1 Kin. 2, 15 ff. 

Die Sache der Nachfolge im Königreich wurde ſchließlich durch 
David auf Vorjtellung Vathjebas hin geordnet, infolgedefjen Salomo 
gum Nachfolger feines Vaters beftimmt tourde, 1 Kon. 1,13. Diefer 
Sohn Davids war von dem Propheten Nathan ergogen worden und 
hatte fich auch ſonſt der befonderen Liebe feiner Mutter erfreut, Spr. 4, 3. 
Und dod ijt es bedeutungsvoll, dak im Geſchlechtsregiſter des dritten 
Evangelijten die Linie des Heilandes nicht durch Salomo auf David 
guriidgeht, fondern durch Nathan, obwohl aud diefer ein Sohn Bath- 
febas twar, Luf.3,31. Es ift dem HErrn ein Geringe3, die Niedrigen 
gu erhöhen, wie er aud) die Gewaltigen bom Stuble ftopen fann. Und 
derfelbe Gott, der die verfdhiedenen Giindenfalle Davids in heiligem 
Cifer ftrafte, hat fic) dod immer wieder in Gnaden gu ihm befannt, 
fo daß er in feiner Familie der Trager der meffianijden Ver— 
heißung wurde. P. E. Kretzmann. 
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(Continued. ) 


The Nature and Constitution of Sacred Theology. 


4. The Two Sources (Principia Cognoscendi) of the Existing 
Religions. 

As we have seen, there are but two essentially different religions, 
the religion of faith, or of the Gospel, and the religion of works, or 
of the Law. So also there are but two actual sources (principia cog- 
noscendi, principles of knowledge) from which these two divergent 
religions are taken. The religion of works is of human origin; it is 
a man-made religion, having its source and origin in the human heart, 
in which God has inscribed His divine Law, so that also the heathen, 
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who have not the Word of God as set forth in Holy Scripture, know 
“the judgments of God”; Rom. 2,15: “which show the work of the 
Law written in their hearts”; 1, 32: “who, knowing the judgment 
of God” (d:xafwua, the norm of right, Rechtssatzung). On the basis 
of the divine Law, inscribed in the human heart, conscience accuses 
and condemns man whenever he does wrong, and so he is bur- 
dened with the consciousness of guilt, Rom. 1,20: “so that they are 
without excuse”; 2,15: “their conscience also bearing witness and 
their thoughts the mean while accusing or else excusing one another.” 
Man, thus being condemned by his conscience, seeks to reconcile the 
Deity by “good works,” such as worship, sacrifices, ete. The Apology 
rightly says: “But works become conspicuous among men. Human 
reason naturally admires these, and because it sees only works and 
does not understand or consider faith, it dreams accordingly that 
these works merit remission df sins and justify. This opinion of the 
Law (haec opinio legis) inheres by nature in men’s minds; neither 
can it be expelled, unless when we are divinely taught. But the mind 
must be recalled from such carnal opinions to the Word of God.” 
(Art. ITI, 144.) The “opinion of the Law” of which the Apology here 
speaks, namely, the erroneous view that works merit remission of sins 
and justify the sinner, St. Paul calls “the religion of the flesh.” For 
to the Galatians, who sought justification on the ground of their 
merits, he writes: “Are ye so foolish? Having begun in the Spirit, 
are ye now made perfect by the flesh?” Gal.3,3. Luther correctly 
explains the passage as follows: “Here ‘flesh’ is nothing else than the 
righteousness, the wisdom of the flesh and the thoughts of reason, 
which endeavor to be justified by the Law.” (St. L. Ed., [X, 288 ff.) 
That this is indeed the meaning of the word “flesh” in this passage 
the context clearly proves; and the passage teaches the truth that 
every religion which seeks to acquire divine grace and remission of 
sins through human endeavors is not of God, but of man. Its source 
is the perverted, unregenerate heart. 


The religion of the Gospel, or of faith, on the contrary, is not 
of man, but of God, who has revealed it through His inspired prophets 
and apostles in Holy Scripture, 1 Cor. 2, 6—10: “We speak wisdom 
among them that are perfect; yet not the wisdom of this world... . 
But we speak the wisdom of God in a mystery, even the hidden wis- 
dom, which God ordained before the world unto our glory; which 
none of the princes of this world knew. ... But as it is written, Eye 
hath not seen nor ear heard, neither have entered into the heart of 
man.... But God hath revealed them unto us by His Spirit... .” 
The religion of faith is therefore in the strictest sense of the term 
“wisdom of God,” 1 Cor. 1, 24. It is “God-made,” and its only source 
is “God’s Book,” the inspired Holy Scriptures, John 5,39; Rom. 16, 
25.26; Eph. 2,20; 1 John 1,4. Quenstedt writes (I, 33): “The sole, 
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proper, adequate, and ordinary source of theology and of the Chris- 
tian religion is the divine revelation contained in the Holy Scrip- 
tures; or, what is the same, the canonical Scriptures alone are the 
absolute source of theology, so that out of them alone are the articles 
of faith to be deduced and proved.” Again I, 36: “Divine revelation 
is the first and last source of sacred theology, beyond which theo- 
logical discussion among Christians dare not proceed.” (Doctr. Theol., 
pp. 27 ff.) This Scriptural truth must be maintained against every 
form of rationalism, by which at all times false teachers have sought 
to pervert the divine truth. Rationalistic doctrine (Pelagianism, 
Semi-Pelaganiasm, Synergism, etc.) is not of God, but carnal, anti- 
Scriptural opposition to God. Essentially it is paganism, which de- 
stroys divine truth wherever it is accepted and allowed to hold sway 
in theology. Quenstedt is right when he writes (I, 38): “Human or 
natural reason is not the source of theology and supernatural things.” 
(Doctr. Theol., p. 28.) 

But neither is tradition a source of the Christian faith. Calov 
is fully in accord with Holy Scripture when he declares: “We con- 
tend that, over and above the written Word of God, there is at 
present no unwritten Word of God concerning any doctrine neces- 
sary to Christian faith and life, not comprehended in the Scriptures, 
that ever came forth from the apostles, was handed down by tradition, 
was preserved by the Church, and is to be received with equal rev- 
erence.” (Doctr. Theol., p. 28.) This is truly Lutheran and Scrip- 
tural doctrine. We are to seek God’s Word only in God’s Book, never 
anywhere else, as also Quenstedt emphatically states when he writes 
(I, 44): “The consent of the primitive Church or of the Fathers of 
the first centuries after Christ is not a source of Christian faith, 
neither primary nor secondary, nor does it produce a divine, but 
merely a human or probable belief.” (Doctr. Theol., p. 28.) 

Lastly also we cannot acknowledge the so-called private revela- 
tions as sources of faith; for, as Hollaz rightly points out (63): 
“After the completion of the canon of Scripture no new and imme- 
diate divine revelation was given to be a fundamental source of 
doctrine, 1 Cor. 4,6; Heb.1,1.” (Doctr. Theol., p. 28.) 

The doctrine of a fixed revelation, that is, that divine revelation 
is given us only in the Word of Christ and His prophets and apostles, 
is Scriptural doctrine. Eph. 2, 20: “And [ye] are built upon the 
foundation of the apostles and prophets, Jesus Christ Himself being 
the chief Corner-stone.” For this reason Christian theology, on the 
basis of Holy Scripture, can acknowledge only one source and 
standard of true religion, namely, the inspired, infallible written 
Word of God, or Holy Scripture. 

The religion of faith dates back to the beginning of the Old 
Testament, since it was revealed to Adam and Eve immediately after 
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the Fall, Gen. 3,15. It was afterwards proclaimed continually by 
the holy prophets and was truly believed by all the Old Testament 
saints. Gen. 15,6: “And he [Abram] believed in the Lord; and He 
counted it to him for righteousness.” In the New Testament both 
Christ and His apostles constantly pointed back to the promises of 
faith revealed in the Old Testament. Luke 24,27: “And beginning 
at Moses and all the prophets, He expounded unto them in all the 
Scriptures the things concerning Himself.” Acts 10,43: “To Him 
give all the prophets witness that through His name, whosoever be- 
lieveth in Him, shall receive remission of sins.” Rom. 3,21: “But 
now the righteousness of God without the Law is manifested, being 
witnessed by the Law and the prophets.” Rom.4,3: “Abraham be- 
lieved God, and it was counted unto Him for righteousness.” All 
these passages confirm the truth that also in the Old Testament men 
were saved alone through the true religion of faith in Christ. The 
divine Law never had the function to save sinners, but only to con- 
vince sinners of their sin and guilt. Gal. 3,24: “Wherefore the Law 
was our schoolmaster to bring us unto Christ that we might be justi- 
fied by faith.” 


5. The Cause of Divisions in Christendom. 


Since all non-Christian religions are man-made, having their 
source in the human endeavor to earn remission of sins by works, 
it is not strange that they should appear in many and diverse forms. 
The Apology writes: “And because no works pacify the conscience, 
new works, in addition to God’s commands, were from time to time 
devised [the hypocrites nevertheless used to invent one work after 
another, one sacrifice after another, by a blind guess and in reckless 
wantonness, and all this without the Word and command of God, 
with wicked conscience, as we have seen in the Papacy].” (Art. 
III, 87). This statement the Apology applies, first of all, to the 
papists, but it holds true with respect to all the religions of works. 
Just because the old works never pacify the guilty conscience, new 
works must be tried to effect a cure of the sin-troubled conscience, 
and so in all man-made religions there is an endless multiplication 
of “good works.” 

However, while thus divisions may be expected among the ad- 
herents of man-made religions, one preferring this good work and 
another that, so that each pagan sect has its own forms of worship 
as also its own gods, there ought not to be any divisions among the 
adherents of the religion of faith, since this religion has only one 
source of doctrine, namely, Holy Scripture, which by its divine mes- 
sage of grace satisfies the human heart and appeases human con- 
science by offering freely remission of sins to all who believe in 
Christ. In other words, Christians having the one Word of God and 
holding to the one faith in Christ ought not to be split into factions, 
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or parties. In addition to this, Holy Scripture most earnestly con- 
demns all divisions, demanding that all believers should “endeavor to 
keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace,” Eph. 4, 3. The 
reason for this demand St. Paul states very clearly when he writes: 
“There is one body and one Spirit, even as ye are called in one hope 
of your calling; one Lord, one faith, one Baptism, one God and 
Father of all, who is above all and through all and in you all,” Eph. 4, 
4—6. The divisions existing at Corinth so horrified Paul that he 
wrote: “Is Christ divided?” 1 Cor.1,13. All believers in Christ are 
equally members of His body, and so there is no cause whatever for 
any possible division in the Christian Church. 

Yet such divisions exist, and they have existed since the first 
proclamation of Christianity, so that there always have been sects 
within the visible Church. These divisions have been variously ex- 
plained by climatic or racial differences under the plea that the 
peoples of the various zones of the earth are variously affected in 
their religious emotional response. However, all these explanations 
are inadequate and even false, being disproved by the simple fact 
that true believers in Christ who actually do keep the unity of the 
Spirit in the bond of peace are found the world over, no matter 
what kind of climatic or racial differences may exist among men. No 
indeed; the divisions within Christendom owe their origin and exis- 
tence to more serious causes. According to Holy Scripture they are 
due to false prophets and apostles, who, unfaithful to the pure Word 
of God, disseminate, in the name of the Christian religion, their own 
perverse notions and discard the specific beliefs of Christianity, above 
all, the fundamental doctrine of the Gospel that man is justified by 
grace, through faith, without the deeds of the Law. Such pseud- 
apostles troubled even the very churches founded by Paul and his 
colaborers. Rom.16,17: “I beseech you, brethren, mark them which 
cause divisions and offenses contrary to the doctrine which ye have 
learned; and avoid them.” 1 Cor. 14,37: “If any man think himself 
to be a prophet or spiritual, let him acknowledge that the things that 
I write unto you are the commandments of the Lord.” Gal. 1,6—8: 
“T marvel that ye are so soon removed from Him that called you into 
the grace of Christ unto another gospel.... But there be some that 
trouble you and would pervert the Gospel of Christ. But though we 
or an angel from heaven preach any other gospel unto you than that 
which we have preached unto you, let him be accursed.” Phil. 3, 18: 
“For many walk of whom I have told you often, and now tell you 
even weeping, that they are the enemies of the Cross of Christ.” 
The ungodly endeavors of such pseudapostles to pervert the Gospel of 
Christ, in particular, the special doctrine of salvation by grace 
alone, through faith in the vicarious atonement of the divine Re- 
deemer, explain to the end of time the existence of divisions within 
Christendom. 
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The truth of this assertion becomes obvious when we examine the 
major divisions existing within Christendom: the Romanistic divi- 
sion, the Reformed division, various divisions within the general 
Lutheran Church, and the modern rationalistic schools of theology 
with their endless party divisions. 

The Roman Catholic Church, while acknowledging in principle 
the divine authority of Holy Scripture, nevertheless insists that the 
Bible must be interpreted in the sense of the Church, which, in the 
final analysis, is that of the Pope, who, as Luther points out in the 
Smalcald Articles (Part ITI, Art. VIII, 4), claims to have all rights 
within the shrine of his heart (in scrinio pectoris). The result of 
such interpretation of Holy Scripture according to the sense of the 
“holy Mother Church” (sancta mater ecclesia) is that the cardinal 
article of the Christian faith, the doctrine of justification by grace 
alone, through faith in Christ, is not only rejected, but expressly 
anathematized, so that all true Christians who base their hope of 
salvation alone in Christ Jesus, and not also in their works and the 
merits of the saints, are pronounced accursed. (Council of Trent, 
Sess. VI, Can. 11.12. 20.) Thus the Romanistic division, or sect, 
deprives the Christian religion of its specific content, and its whole 
theology is, as St. Paul styles it, a “religion of the flesh.” Romanism 
is built upon two fundamental errors, which Holy Scripture most 
earnestly condemns: the infallibility of papal authority in religion 
and the meritoriousness of man’s “good works.” If these two errors 
were weeded out of the theology of the Roman Catholic Church, the 
Romanistic sect would disappear within Christendom. 

The Reformed denomination likewise acknowledges the divine 
authority of Holy Scripture in principle. In fact, over against Lu- 
theranism the Reformed party claims to be “more exclusively Scrip- 
tural” than the Lutheran Church, since the latter has always been 
inclined to be “historical” and “conservative,” in accord with the 
principle that church traditions and customs may be retained wher- 
ever they can be reconciled with the Word of God. But this dis- 
tinction between Reformed and Lutheran theology is not based on 
facts. Reformed theology is not “more exclusively Scriptural” than 
Lutheran theology. On the contrary, as Romanistic theology demands 
the interpretation of Holy Scripture according to the sancta mater 
ecclesia, so Reformed theology insists that the Bible must be inter- 
preted according to human reason, or according to rationalistic 
axioms. 

Thus, guided by its rationalistic axioms, Reformed theology re- 
jects, first of all, the doctrine of the means of grace, that is, the doc- 
trine that the Word of God and the Sacraments are the divinely 
ordained means by which the Holy Ghost works directly regeneration, 
conversion, and sanctification. The doctrine of the means of grace 
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is clearly stated in Holy Scripture, Rom.1,16; Titus 3,5.6; Acts 
2,38, etc. But over against this Scriptural truth Reformed theology 
asserts the rationalistic axiom that “efficacious grace works imme- 
diately.” In other words, Reformed theology separates the sancti- 
fying operations of the Holy Ghost from the means of grace under 
the plea that the Holy Spirit needs no vehicle by which to enter the 
hearts of men. (Zwingli, Fidet Ratio; Calvin, Inst., IV, 14. 17; 
Hodge, Syst. Theol., II, 684; ete.) It was this rationalistic axiom, 
consistently and strenuously applied, which caused the division be- 
tween the Lutheran Church and the Reformed sects. Against 
Romanism, Luther had to defend the truth that the Word of God 
must not be perverted by the rationalistic views of the “Church”; 
against Zwinglianism he had to defend the truth that the Word of 
God must not be perverted by the rationalistic views of individual 
theologians. 

Again, Reformed theology applies a rationalistic principle when 
treating the doctrines of the Person of Christ and of the Lord’s 
Supper. Reformed theology emphatically denies the real presence 
of Christ’s body in the Lord’s Supper, claiming that Christ’s sacra- 
mental presence is only spiritual, that is, a presence through the 
faith of the believer. In other words, Christ is present in Holy 
Communion only in so far as the believing communicant is united 
with Him through faith. This denial of the real presence is mani- 
festly in opposition to the clear words of Christ’s institution of the 
Holy Supper: “Take, eat; this is My body.” It rests alone on the 
rationalistic principle that Christ’s body, being a truly human body 
and having as such only a visible and local mode of presence (visibilis 
et localis praesentia), cannot be present in the Lord’s Supper since 
it is enclosed in heaven. In other words, moved by human reason, 
Reformed theology denies the illocal mode of presence of Christ’s body, 
taught in such passages as John 20,19: “When the doors were shut, 
came Jesus”; Luke 24,31: “And He vanished out of their sight.” This 
illocal presence of Christ’s human nature Holy Scripture ascribes to 
the God-man by virtue of the personal union with its resulting com- 
munion of the two natures and the communication of attributes. But 
on grounds of reason Reformed theology denies the communion of 
the natures and the communication of the attributes. It claims that 
the “finite is not capable of the infinite.’ From this rationalistic 
principle follows another, namely, that Christ’s body cannot have an 
illocal presence and is therefore, after the ascension, enclosed in 
heaven. To the maintenance and defense of these two rationalistic 
axioms the split between Zwinglianism and Lutheranism must be 
attributed. Luther was unable to extend to Zwingli the hand of 
Christian fellowship at Marburg (1529) because the latter showed 
a “different spirit,” namely, the spirit of rationalism, which is dia- 
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metrically opposed to the Christian faith. If Reformed theology 
would surrender its rationalistic axioms, the Reformed division would 
disappear as readily as the Romanistic division. 

Lastly, Calvinistic theology denies the universality of divine grace 
(gratia universalis) and teaches that divine grace is only particular 
(gratia particularis); that is, divine grace does not embrace all.men, 
but the elect only, while all others are eternally predestinated to perdi- 
tion. This doctrine is in direct opposition to Holy Scripture, which 
throughout affirms the universality of God’s grace and, besides, asserts 
that the damnation of any sinner is not due to any failure in God to 
provide for his salvation, John 1,29; 3,16 ff.; 1John1,2; 1 Tim. 2, 
4—6, etc. On what grounds, then, does Reformed theology deny the 
universality of divine grace? Also here it employs a rationalistic 
axiom as a premise on which to rest its false doctrine. The rational- 
istic principle is: “We must assume that the result is the interpreta- 
tion of the purpose of God.” (Hodge, Syst. Theol., II, 323.) Reformed 
theology reasons thus: “Since actually not all men are saved, we must 
assume that God did not mean to save all.” In this way Calvinistic 
theology rejects Holy Scripture in favor of an argument drawn from 
reason, or a rationalistic axiom; and on this departure from the Word 
of God and its consequent enthronement of reason the Reformed 
division, as a separatistic sect, is founded. Just as soon as its theology 
would cease to be rationalistic, it would cease also to be separatistic. 

Within the pale of the Reformed denomination the strict Cal- 
vinistic doctrine of the particularity of divine grace has been em- 
phatically denied by the separatistic sect of the Arminians. Arminian 
theology denied the Calvinistic error that God from eternity has 
reprobated a certain number of men to damnation. However, on the 
other hand, Arminian theology erred by denying that grace alone 
(sola gratia) saves sinners. Over against the doctrine of sola gratia, 
so clearly taught by Luther, it reasoned that man’s conversion and 
salvation depends, at least to some extent, on his cooperation and the 
exercise of his free will. Calvinism limits the gratia universalis, while 
Arminianism limits the sola gratia. Thus also Arminianism is a de- 
parture from Holy Scripture, which ascribes man’s conversion ex- 
clusively to divine monergism, Eph.1,19; Phil. 1,29; 1 or. 2,14; 
1,23. Arminianism simply revamped the error of Erasmus, who, as 
Luther said, “seized him by the throat” when he taught that man by 
nature has the ability to apply himself to divine grace (facultas se 
applicandi ad gratiam) and thus to cooperate in his conversion. 

What has just been said of Arminianism applies also with regard 
to synergism [an error taught within the general Lutheran Church], 
which likewise denies the sola gratia and affirms, in opposition to 
Holy Scripture, that man’s conversion depends, in part, on his right 
conduct, self-decision, lesser guilt, etc. Synergism was introduced 
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into Lutheran theology by Melanchthon, who maintained that there 
are three causes of salvation: the Holy Ghost, the Word of God, and 
man’s assenting will. This doctrine is distinctly antichristian and 
will, if consistently believed, prevent the sinner’s conversion, since 
saving faith is engenderéd only in a contrite heart, which trusts for 
salvation alone in divine grace. If synergists are actually saved, it is 
only because they give up their false doctrine and cling solely to God’s 
grace in Christ Jesus while smarting under the terrors of conscience 
(terrores conscientiae). Of Melanchthon it is said that he personally 
did not believe his false doctrine; for invariably, when imploring God 
as a penitent sinner, he appealed exclusively to divine grace for salva- 
tion. Nevertheless this influential teacher, by teaching his synergistic 
errors, caused divisions within the Lutheran Church that did in- 
calculable harm and are still troubling the Church in large areas. 
Thus also the divisions within Lutheran Christendom have been 
caused by a serious and unjustifiable departure from Holy Scripture. 

Lastly we may speak of the divisions within Christendom that 
owe their origin to modern “scientific theology.” Modern rationalistic 
theology, which dates back to Schleiermacher and Ritschl, denies the 
Christian doctrine that Holy Scripture is God’s own, infallible Word 
and hence discards it as the only source and norm of doctrine. Thus 
it rejects the only principle by which the Christian Church may pre- 
serve its inherent and essential unity; for the unity of the Church 
does not consist in external forms, but in doctrinal agreement, which 
needs must cease where Holy Scripture is rejected as the only norma 
normans. Modern theology suggests as norms of faith the “Christian 
experience”, “Christian consciousness,” “the regenerate heart,” etc.; 
but all these “norms,” in the final analysis, coincide with carnal reason, 
which by its very nature is in opposition to divine truth. This is 
conclusively proved by the results, found everywhere where the 
“norms” just named have been adopted. Thus modern rationalistic 
theology unanimously denies the cardinal doctrine of justification by 
grace through faith, teaching in its place the paganistic doctrine of 
salvation by work-righteousness. Again, it denies the fundamental 
Christian doctrine of the divine inspiration of Holy Scripture and 
consequently also its inerrancy. Thus it rejects the two distinctive 
articles of the Christian faith and causes divisions and offenses con- 
trary to the teaching of Christ and His apostles. Of modern rational- 
istic theology the Christian Church demands that it must surrender 
its opposition to Holy Scripture as the only source and norm of faith 
and to the vicarious atonement of Christ as the only means of a sin- 
ner’s justification. Unless these demands are honestly complied with, 
the hand of Christian fellowship must be denied to all who maintain 
and defend modern rationalistic theology. The point, then, is clear: 





Introduction to Sacred Theology. 509 


Divisions within Christendom owe their origin and existence to actual 
departure from Holy Scripture and its divine doctrines. Wherever 
they exist, they may be traced to the perversion and rejection of divine 
truth and must be condemned as the vicious work of Satan and his 
false prophets. 

The confessional Lutheran Church itself has by non-Lutheran 
writers been styled a “sect” within Christendom. But no charge is 
more unjust than this. That the charge is made is due to a thorough 
misunderstanding of the Reformation. The Lutheran Reformation 
was not an effort to found a new “sect,” or “division,” but to restore 
the corrupted Church to its ancient apostolic purity in doctrine and 
practise. The confessional Lutheran Church is therefore the ancient 
Church of Christ and His apostles, purified and restored on the basis 
of Holy Scripture. Its character is truly ecumenical; for its doc- 
trines are not peculiar views and tenets, distinct from those of the 
apostolic Church, but the very doctrines in which the ancient ecu- 
menical creeds of Christendom center. Its theology is that of the 
Holy Bible, and of the Bible alone; and its doctrine is the divine 
truth of God’s Word. The Lutheran Church is therefore the orthodox 
visible Church of Christ on earth. This is both its claim and its boast, 
and it challenges every charge of sectarianism made against it. 

Of course, we freely admit that also within the general Lu- 
theran Church divisions have been caused by departure, both in 
doctrine and practise, from Holy Scripture an’ the Lutheran Confes- 
sions. Hence, when we employ the expression Lutheran Church, we 
do not include these divisions, or parties, but refer exclusively to that 
Lutheran Church or to those Lutheran churches which are thoroughly 
Scriptural and thoroughly Lutheran both in doctrine and practise. 
In other words, the Lutheran Church is that Church which stands 
four-square on the principles of the Reformation. 

With regard to Christian unity it must be emphatically stated 
that this is not the work of man, but of divine grace, John 17, 11—15. 
20.21; Ps. 86,11, ete. Human influence, wisdom, and ingenuity do 
not suffice in preserving the unity of faith or doctrine. That precious 
boon is the gift of the Holy Spirit, who graciously bestows and main- 
tains it through the Word of God. For this reason all Christians must 
diligently pray for the unity of the Spirit and zealously use the means 
of grace, by which alone it is preserved. For wherever the Word of 
God is despised or rejected, no true unity of faith can prevail. Chris- 
tians remain united in the faith only as long as united they stand upon 
God’s pure Word. JoHN THEODORE MUELLER. 

(To be continued.) 
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Selbjt beim fliichtigen, furforifden Leſen des griechiſchen Neuen 
Teſtaments muß es auffallen, dak fich viele Namen und Bezeichnungen 
im Texte finden, die ſtark an hebräiſche Ausdrücke de3 Alten Teftaments 
erinnern. Und diefer Cindrud wird verſtärkt durch einen Vergleich der 
betreffenden Ydiome. Auch beſchränkt fich die übereinſtimmung de3 
Ausdruds nidt auf foldje Stellen, die Bitate oder Paraphraſen des 
hebräiſchen Textes enthalten, fondern diefe finden fid) in faft allen 
Büchern de Neuen Teftaments zerſtreut, obgleich die charakteriſtiſchen 
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Merkmale der eingelnen Schriftiteller in diefer Hinſicht ſehr ſchwer— 
wiegend find. 

Wuf die Frage, woher diefe Cigentiimlidfeit fomme, ift die Wnt- 
wort daber ſchon gum Teil in dem oben Angegebenen enthalten. Die 
Heiligen Schreiber hielten fic) in der Regel mioglichft genau an den 
hebraifden Lert und ließen daher in ihren itberfebungen und Para— 
phrajen das griedifde Idiom verhaltnismapig unberiidfidtigt. An— 
Dererfeits läßt e3 fich aber aud) nicht leugnen, dak die Mtutterfpracje 
wenigſtens einiger Apoſtel und Cvangelijten, die Sprache ihres tagliden 
Umganges, nicht ohne Cinfluk auf ihre Schriften getwefen fein fann, 
beſonders in der erjten Zeit. Der griechiſche Tert, wie er im gangen 
borliegt, ijt uns felbjtverftandlid) Tert der göttlichen Inſpiration, und 
zwar der Verbalinfpiration. Wber dadurch ijt ja nicht ausgefdlofjen, 
ſowohl dag Cigennamen und Fachbezeichnungen aus der Volksſprache 
heritbergenommen wurden, als aud, dak in vielen Fallen im Griechi- 
fGen, analog der LXX-überſetzung, ein Schaffen oder Neubilden von 
Wortern borgenommen tverden mute und dak twenigitens in manden 
dieſer Falle die Sprachwiſſenſchaft dem Cregeten manche vortrefflice 
Winke geben fann. 

Die Frage, weldher Sprade fic JEſus und die Apoftel im ge- 
wöhnlichen Umgang bedient haben, hat Vibelforfder fdjon an die vier- 
hundert Jahre befdaftigt, wie Mever dies in der hiſtoriſchen Cinleitung 
gu feiner Monographie „JEſu Mutterjprade” (S. 9—35) darlegt. 
Trotzdem diefer jdharffinnige Forjder von bornherein von feinem Stand- 
punkt aus gugeftehen muß: „Das Griechiſch der Briefe, de? Bohannes- 
evangeliums, ijt ficjer feine überſetzung“, fo gitiert er dod mit Genug- 
tuung die Worte Delibjden3, die von Neubauer amendiert wurden: 
„Unſer HErr und feine Apoftel dachten und fpraden grofenteils 
Hebräiſch Neuhebräiſch]).“ Ex felber fommt ſchließlich gu dem Reſultat: 
„Demnach ift angunehmen, daß auch fiir JEſus und feine Jünger das 
Aramäiſche Mutter- und Verkehrsiprade war, dak fie bor dem Vole, 
bon dem fie ja doch berftanden werden wollten, aramäiſch predigten; ja, 
man wird fragen dürfen, inwieweit JEſus felbft des Hebräiſchen iiber- 
Haupt madtig war.” (S. 47.) Mevers Buch erfdien 1896. Behn 
Jahre fpater ſchrieb Moulton in feinen Prolegomena: “That Jesus 
Himself and the apostles regularly used Aramaic is beyond question, 
but that Greek was also at His command, is almost equally certain.” 
(S.8.) Und Robertfon, der in feiner grogen Grammatif die beider- 
feitigen Urgumente nod) einmal kurz abwägt (S. 26—29, Ausgabe bon 
1915), ſagt gang flar und bejftimmt: “It is clear therefore that Jesus 
spoke both Aramaic and Greek, according to the demands of the 
occasion, and read the Hebrew as well as the Septuagint, if we may 
argue from the Old Testament quotations in the gospels, which are 
partly like the Hebrew text and partly like the LXX.” Dieſem Urteile 
ftimmen tir um fo eber gu, al Robertſons gange Darlegung eine durdj- 
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aus niidjterne ijt und er auch der Geſchichte die gebiihrende Wnerfennung 
nidt verfagt. 

Indem wir nun eine kurze Zuſammenſtellung aramäiſcher Aus⸗ 
drücke und Redewendungen, die ſich im Neuen Teſtamente finden, folgen 
laſſen, wollen wir bemerken, daß die Liſte keinen Anſpruch auf Voll⸗ 
ſtändigkeit macht. Das Thema iſt noch lange nicht erſchöpft, was die 
wirklich bibliſch-theologiſche Behandlung des Stoffes anlangt. Man 
darf dabei nicht aus den Augen verlieren, daß auf der andern Seite 
liberale Kritiker ſchon viel zu weit gegangen ſind und ihrer Phantaſie 
einen ſo weiten Spielraum geſtattet haben, wie ihn ſich dieſe ſelbſt in 
der modernen Poeſie nicht zu nehmen getraut. 


A. Eigennamen und Anreden. 


Unter den Eigennamen fallen am meiſten diejenigen auf, die mit 
"2 = „Sohn“ zuſammengeſetzt find: Baoaffac, Mark. 15,7: NN 13, 
filius magistri; Bag@osopaioc, Matth. 10,3; Mark. 3, 18; uf. 6,14; 
Apoſt. 1,13: ‘oon "3, filius Tolmaei oder Ptolemaei; Baginoots, Apoſt. 
13,6: yaw 72) filius Jesu; Bagiwvac, Matth. 16,17: ni 13, filius 
Jonae, eigentlich) fontrahiert aus "Iwavad, vgl. Soh. 1, 42: „Du bift 
Cimon, Jonas’ Sohn”; Yoh. 21,15—17: „Simon Yohanna, haſt du 
mid) lieb?“; Bagrdfac, Apoſt. 4,36, und ſonſt: X27 73 oder NIN, vor 
Lufas parapbrafiert vids napaxinoewc; Bagoafac, "Mpoft. 1,28; 15,22: 
NI 73, filius Sabae; Bagrpaios, Marf. 10,46: ‘on 72, filius Timaei. 
Viele der in Palaftina gebrauchliden Cigennamen waren aramaijde 
Whfiirgungen alterer hebräiſcher und griedhijder Namen. Go ijt Mat— 
thaus wahrſcheinlich guriidgufiihren auf Matathias (ANNDd), Zachäus 
auf Zacharias (M31), Bebedaus auf Zabadiah (At), Alphäus auf 
Halafias (Edn), Hannas auf Hananias (AI9N); Thaddaus jtammt ab 
bon #eddoroc, Kleophas oder Klopas von Kisdnaroos. Rein aramäiſch 
Dagegen find Thomas (NOIWN) — Bivilling, Martha (NN) — Herrin, 
Tabitha (NN'3Y) — Gazelle, Bethſaida X m2) —= Ort des Fiſchfangs 
oder Fiſchhauſen, Bethesda (NN 3) — Hlbaumort, Vethabara (N32 
May) = Furthaujen, Sethania (Ay m3) — Ort des CElends, Beth- 
lehem (ond m3) = Brothaujen, Sethphage (3H M3) — Ort unreifer 
Feigen, Nazareth (mn ¥3) — Wade, Gethfemane (3owni) — Hlfelter, 
Golgatha (xnbdwdw3) — ſchädelförmiger Hügel, Weldama (Kot dpn) 
= Slutader — und andere mehr. Unter den gebraudlideren Eigen— 
namen wären beſonders nod) die folgenden gu nennen: Kephas, Mark. 
8,16; 1 Ror.1,12; 3,22; 9,5; 15,5; Gal.2,9 (ps) — Hels; 
Gehenna, yeérva, Matth. 5, 22. 28. 29. 30; 18, 9; Mark. 9, 47; 
23,15. 83; Qué. 12,5; Jak. 3,6 (can "2, von Na und din) = Trauer⸗ 
tal, alle von y abgeleiteten Wirter, wie ‘EPoaixds, ‘EBoatoc, ‘EBoats 
und ‘EBeaiori, Soh. 5,2; 19,18.17.20; Apoft. 9,11; 16,16; 22,2 
und fonft, ſowie alle Wusdriide, Die bon MM ftammen, tie “Tovdala, iov- 


‘Oaitw, iovdaixds, lovdaixads und ähnliche ‘mebr, Gal. 1,18; 2,14 und 
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fonjt. Diefe Worter paßten ſich der griedhifden Sprache an, getvannen 
griechiſche Endungen und wurden demgemäß fleftiert. Ähnlich ftand es 
mit dem Worte Sabbat (Naw von naw, ruben), dad ſich in odffaroy und 
capBariouds findet, desgleichen in xzooodBfator, Mark. 15,42. Anders 
Dagegen ftand e3 mit dem Worte Paſſah, zdoza (MND), das einfach aus 
dem Neuhebraifden oder Aramäiſchen herübergenommen tourde, Apoft. 
12,4; 1Ror.5,7; Sebr.11,28 und softer in den Changelien. Auch 
Die Wörter Rabbi, gaPfef (°27, bon 31) — mein Herr, mein Meifter, 
Matth. 23,7; 26,25; Joh.1,39 und oft, und Rabbuni, dafBovwi oder 
6afBori (13132) — mein Gebieter, Mark. 10,51; Joh. 20,16, wurden 
ohne weitere Anpafjung aufgenommen. Schließlich waren noch gu er- 
wähnen Zebaoth, Safadd (MNina¥) — der Heerſcharen, Rim. 9, 29; Jak. 
6,4; Gli, Mark. 15,34 in aramaifder Form (7x), Matth. 27,46 in 
hebräiſcher Ed) — mein Gott, und die Anrede, deren ſich JEſus bei der 
Auferweckung von Jairi Töchterlein bediente, Talitha, radida (xrybw) 
= Mägdlein, Mark. 5, 44. So gewähren ſchon die Eigennamen und 
die Anreden, die aus dem Aramäiſchen ſtammen, einen intereſſanten 
Einblick in die neuteſtamentliche Sprache. 


B. Münzen, Gewichte, Maße. 


Unter den Miingen, die zur Beit Chriſti und der Apoſtel im römi— 
fen Reich im Kurs waren, befand fich eigentlich feine mehr, die einen 


fpezififd bebraifdjen oder aramaijdjen Namen hatte. Die Wahrung war 
eine einbeitlide, und die berfdiedenen Müngen Hatten lateiniſche und 
griedhifde Namen: oraryjo oder doydo.or, didoazya, deayun und dSnvdgror 
(denarius) fiir Gilbergeld, doodo.oy, xodeavrns (quadrans) und deatdy 
fiir Rupfergeld. Trobdem aber haben fich zwei landlaufige Begeid- 
nungen in der Schrift erhalten, die aus dem Aramäiſchen ftammen. 
Das eine Wort ijt das befannte Mammon, vauwvrac (NIHON), das ſich 
aud im Chaldäiſchen und Puniſchen findet und ein RKolleftivbegriff fiir 
Geld ijt, Matth. 6,24; Luk. 16,9. 11. 13. Es Viegt in dem Wort bez 
fonders der Nebenfinn bon dem, worauf man fic) verläßt. Der andere 
Ausdruck, der ſich auf Geld begieht, ijt das aramäiſche Wort fiir Pfand, 
2 Ror. 1,22; 5,5, dgéafdy (fay, bon 209) — Angeld, Draufgeld, die 
Anzahlung, wodurd) fich einer in einem RKontraft verpflidtet. Das 
Wort findet in dem Bufammenhang, in dem es ftebt, eine iiberaus 
herrlide Anwendung. Auch Vezeichnungen fiir Make haben fich bom 
Hebraifden her durd das Aramäiſche in das Griechiſche hineingefunden. 
Es ijt leicht gu verftehen, dak das Volk unter fich, im tagliden Verkehr, 
befonder3 im Haushalt, die althergebradten Namen beibebhielt. So 
finden wir Ror und Bath (13, n3) als Venennungen fiir Flüſſigkeits⸗ 
mage, uf. 16,5—7 (ein Ror ijt gleich gehn Bath). Und in dem be- 
fannten Gleidnis bom Gauerteig braudjt der Heiland den Namen eines 
Trodenmafes, odrov (NNND, hebräiſch MND), Matth. 13,13; Luf. 13, 21. 
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C. Liturgifhe Ausdrücke. 


Unter dieſer Rubrik finden fich manche jehr befannte Ausdrücke, 
Die auch gum Teil mit heriibergenommen find in die deutſche Schrift— 
fprade. Das Wort Whba, das fdjon den Kindern gelaufig ijt, ftammt 
nicht direft aus dem Hebraifden, das vielmehr die Form IX aufweiſt, 
fondern ift die aramaijdhe Form NaN, mein Vater, Mark. 14, "36; Rom. 
8,15; Gal. 4,6. Luther hat den Ginn der Stelle Rim. 8 fehr treffend 
wiedergegeben wenn er “ABBa 6 natyo überſetzt „Abba, lieber Vater“; 
denn ebenſo war der Ausdruck jedenfalls aus Pauli Herzen — 
Ein anderer liturgiſcher Ausdruck, der ſich auch in unſerer Gebetsſprache 
ſehr oft findet, iſt Halleluja oder im Griechiſchen addniodvia, Offenb. 19, 
1.3.4.6. In dieſem Falle hat das Aramäiſche die Form nicht be— 
einflußt, und das mvabbn — == laudate Dominum, ſteht gerade vie im 
Wten Teftament. Xohannes hatte auch jedenfall dad große Hallel 
im Ginn, als er diefen Paffus ſchrieb. Cin ahnlider Gebetsruf ijt 
Hofianna oder, wie er im Griedhifden lautet, doavvd, Marf.11,9.10 
und Parallelftellen. Es ijt diefer Ausdruc die aramaifde Form de3 
hebraijden mrnywin, Pj. 118, 25 — Hilf doch, rette doch! Für letztere 
Vedeutung treten Delitzſch, Rautfd und andere auf Grund de3 aramai- 
ſchen dxoxride ein. Am allerbekannteſten aber iſt das Wort Amen, aujy, 
das ſich 2 Kor. 1, 20 und in den johanneiſchen Schriften öfters findet. 
Die neuhebräiſche Form iſt ox von pode — es ſteht feſt, es iſt ſicher; 
oder mit Luther: Ja, ja, es ſoll alſo geſchehen. Außer dieſen noch 
jetzt gebräuchlichen Ausdrücken aber findet ſich ein Wort im griechiſchen 
Teſtament, das aus dem hebräiſchen Text des Alten Teſtaments in die 
Umgangsſprache herübergenommen worden war und von den Phariſäern 
weidlich ausgebeutet wurde. Es iſt dies das Wort Korban, im Griedi- 
ſchen xoofar, Matth. 27,6; Mark. 7, 11. Bm erſten Falle wird es kraft 
einer Metonymie auf den Gotteskaſten angewandt, wo die Gaben des 
Volfes niedergelegt tourden. Yn der zweiten Stelle (und Parallele) 
aber geifelt der HErr die Verordnungen der jiidifden Älteſten, die um 
der Tempelgaben twillen fogar das vierte Gebot beifeitefebten. Das 
Wort 2p findet fich im dritten und vierten Buch Mofis mehr als fiebsig- 
mal und begeichnet die Darbringung oder Gabe an das Heiligtum, wo— 
durch der YSraelit feine Gemeinſchaft mit Gott beftatigen, refp. erneuern 
wollte. Es wird nidt nur auf blutige und unblutige Opfer, fondern 
aud) auf Geldgaben angetwandt. Es twar fiir die hierarchiſch veranlag- 
ten Oberjten ein leichte3, die Ordnung Gottes in ihrem eigenen Intereſſe 
gu eriveitern. 

D. Alltägliche Bezeichnungen und Ausdrücke. 

Daß die Sprache des gewöhnlichen Volkes von Paläſtina, die ſo— 
genannte weſtaramäiſche, dem Heiland und ſeinen Jüngern durchaus 
mundgerecht und geläufig war, ergibt fic) aus der Zahl der eingelnen 
Wörter und Ausdrücke aus dem alltaglicjen Leben, die wir befonders in 


den Evangelien finden. Cine teiltweife Lifte derartiger Begeichnungen 
wird dies erharten. 
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Matth. 2,11; Offenb. 18,13: Aifavoc, Weihrauch, von dem ara- 
mãäiſchen — (as, weiß jein). Won diefem Nomen wurde aud ein 
Udjettioum gebildet, APavwrds, Offend. 8, 3.5. — Matth. 3,4; Mark. 
1,6; Matth. 19,24; Marf. 10,25; Luk. 18,25; Marth. 23, 24: xaun- 
dos, bas fide ja in fait derjelben orm aud in ben modernen Sprachen 
findet, bon bea. — Matth. 5,18: idra, als Begzeichnung des kleinſten 
Buchſtabens im Hebraifden und Aramaifden, i. — Matth. 5, 22: 
éaxd, die Whfiirgung eines volkstümlichen Scheltwortes: du leerer Kopf! 
bon Np", hebräiſch py, leer. — Matth. 23,23: xduwor, das Luther 
ridtig mit ,Riimmel” wiedergibt, von fod. — Mark. 5,41: xodu oder 
xodmus, Der Wedruf, den der HErr an das Töchterlein des Jairus ridtete, 
das —— “IP, Imperativ von dem Verbum dap, aufſtehen. — 
Mark. 7, 34: épwyadta, das Allmachtswort, wodurch der HErr den 
Stummen a der Imperativ NNBNK, bon dem Verbum nne, auftun. 
, Wir haben hier die dem Aramäiſchen eigentiimlide Paffivbilbung mit 
MN bor uns, ein Btpeel oder Itpael“ (Mever, S. 52). — Mark. 15, 34; 
Matth. 27,46: saya cafazdavei, der aramäiſche Schmerzensruf bes 
Geilandes am Kreuz: ,, Warum haſt du mid verlaffen?“ — ‘ympaw mo, 
bon dem Verbum p3w. Jn Luthers überſetzung ijt die hebräiſche Faſſung 
des Ausrufes gegeben. — Luk. 1, 15: biusoo, ſtaxkes Getränk, ein Wort, 
das ſich im Alten Teſtament öfter findet, beſonders in den Stellen, die, 
wie die vorliegende, bon Naſiräern handeln; 12v, bon dem Verbum 
12¥, betrunfen ſein. — Luk. 16, 19; Offenb. 18, 12: Biosoc, ein feines 
weißes Muſſelinzeug, das für die Mleider Der Priefter verwendet wurde. 
Es hatte einen charakteriſtiſchen Glang. Die Wurzel ijt ya in der Be⸗ 
deutung „weiß fein”. — Luf.17,6: ovxduiwoc, ein Baum Paläſtinas, 
deffen Blätter den Maulbeerblattern, deffen Friichte jedod den Feigen 
gleiden (sycomore fig-tree); Hebraijd mop. Luther hat überſetzt 
» Maulbeerbaum”. — Boh. 6, 31.49; Hebr. 9, 4; Offenb. 2,17: parva, 
das Wunderbrot, das der HErr den Rindern srael in der Wiifte gab, 
hebraijd und aramaijd fo. — Yoh. 19,29; Hebr. 9,19: soowzoc, eine 
Pflanze, deren Blatter bei dem geremoniellen Beſprengen gebraucht 
wurden, bon iN. — 1 Ror. 16, 22: waoay add, das Luther unüberſetzt 
gelaffen hat. Man gibt das Aramäiſche wieder entweder mit AN NID 
oder RN“ NII: unſer „HErr, komm!“ C8 mag ein befannter Ausruf 
in der erſten Chriſtenheit geweſen fein, vgl. Offenb. 22,20. — Offenb. 
18,13: xvduopos, als Begeidnung eines Gewürzes, bon fio3p. — 
Offenb. 21,19: cdxpegoc, der Name eines Edelſteins, der nod jebt im 
Gebraud ijt, Saphir, von Wad, Verbum wd, Fragen. 


E. Stellen, die Anklainge an das Aramäiſche zu enthalten ſcheinen. 
Die Bahl der Stellen, die fich unter dieſer Rategorie einftellen 
ließen, ijt aus den ſchon oben beriihrten Griinden eine fehr grofe. Und 
twas die verſchiedenen Rritifer betrifft, fo ift fie defto groper, je mehr 
der Betreffende an das Vorhandenfein eines fanonifden hebräiſchen 
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oder aramäiſchen Evangeliums Matthai oder wenigſtens an eine ara- 
mäiſche BVorlage dachte. Für uns fteht e3 von vornbherein feft, dah die 
griechiſchen Worte und Worter den Ynfpirationstert bilden, und wir 
geben bei der Veurteilung diefes Textes nicht über verniinftige Terttritif 
hinaus. Und doch ijt in eingelnen Fallen die Rücküberſetzung in die 
Sprache JEſu nichts twweniger als Spielerci, und es diirften ſich da- 
durch mande Schwierigkeiten befeitigen laſſen, die der griechiſche Tert 
uns bietet. 

Matth. 3,9: ddEnre, denkt mir nidt; Luk. 3,8: doéyods, nehmt 
euch nicht bor. Beides ijt als Sdhrift richtig, aber im Aramäiſchen heißt 
Das erftere PIWA, das andere pwn, — Matth. 3,15: zacay dexacoodtyny 
ftatt des gebräuchlicheren wavta ta dixarduatra, pnb. — Matth. 5,17: 
xino@oa, »it bin nicht fommen, das Gefeb aufgubeben, fondern gu 
erfitllen”, ‘BDI, ,fortfiihrend gu vollenden, -gur vollen Geltung gu 
bringen”. Diefe überſetzung von xzdyodoar pat fehr gut in den Zu— 
ſammenhang, da ja der HErr die tote, buchftablide Erflarung des Ge- 
febe3 durch die Lebendige, geijtlidje erfeben wollte. — Matth. 6,11: 
émovotos, die vbielbefprodene und bielumfodjtene vierte Bitte. Man hat 
now (Gr. 19,5; Deut. 7,5; 14,2; 26,18), Wom und ano angenom- 
men, und dag lebste scheint ſich nad) Dem Aramãiſchen behaupten gu 
wollen. Meher ſchlägt vor KIND! NON. das Brot gib uns, das uns 
Lag fitr Tag geniigt; sufficient for the present day, enough to nourish 
us from day to day. — Matth. 7,3 findet fich auch als jüdiſches Sprid- 
wort. Wollte der ungeredhte Ridter gu jemandem fagen: „Tu den 
Splitter aus deinem Auge”, fo wiirde man ihm antiworten: „Tu den 
Balken aus deinem Auge.” Der Gedanfe fcheint demnach diefer gu 
fein: Cin Balfen im Auge ijt ein unerhirtes Ding; ebenfo unnatürlich 
ijt die offenbare Schuld des Ungeredjten, der fremde Schuld richten 
twill. — Matth. 7, 6: 16 dyorv, „das Heilige”, im erften Sabteil, 
„Perlen“ im zweiten. Heiligtum heißt aramäiſch xwrip, Ring dagegen 
NRMIP. Des Changelijten griechiſche Faſſung mare demnach zugleich Er⸗ 
tlaͤrung. — Matth. 8,22: dwses rove vexoods Pdyat toic éavtdy vexoods, 
„laß die Toten ihre Toten begraben”, hat auch ſchon gu vielen Ver— 
mutungen Anlaß gegeben. Die folgenden Umfdreibungen find dem 
Text am nächſten: überlaß die Toten dem Begraber ihrer fterblicjen 
iiberrefte; forge du nidjt fiir das, twas an deinem Vater fterblich ijt; 
Dafiir wird ein Totengraber gu finden fein; du aber verfiindige das 
Gottesreid). — Matth. 11,17; Luk. 7, 32: doxjoacde ... sxdyaods. Bn 
den ſyriſchen überſetzungen ift hier ein Wortfpiel, das fich auch in JEſu 
Rede gefunden haben mag: PAID... PAYPIN. Wuch in der herrliden 
Stelle Matth. 11,28—30 mag fid) ein Wortfpiel gefunden haben, das 
fih im Griechiſchen nicht wiedergeben liek, wie Mever vermutet. — 
Matth. 12,41: dvacryjoovta... usta tho yevedc. Der betreffende ara- 
mäiſche Ausdruck poypo ijt Terminus fiir ,,in einen Rechtsſtreit eintreten 
und den Gegner fduldigen”. Dad lage demnad in dem dvactjoovta:. — 
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Matth. 22,14: xdnrod... &xdexroi, ,berufen” — „auserwählt“. Man 
hat fic fiir die deutſche überſetzung ,berufen” oder „geladen“ auf Zeph. 
1, 7 begogen (PRP), und fiir „auserwählt“ auf Bef. 42, 1 (n3). 
Dagegen wird geltend gemadt, dak das aramäiſche NVNI einfach _,, foft- 
lich, edel, vorgiiglich” Heit und dak der Begriff der Auswahl nidt darin 
Yiegt. Es hieße demnach: Viele Gajte, wenig Befte. Dod) ijt dies 
nad dem Rontert nicht gang überzeugend. P. E. Kretzmann. 
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Predigtitudie über 1 Tim. 6, 6—12. 
Eiſenacher Epiftelperifope fiir den 7. Sonntag nach Trinitatis. 


Diefer Abſchnitt der Heiligen Schrift ijt einem der drei Pajtoral- 
briefe entnommen, und zwar dem erften an den jungen Gebilfen des 
Apoftels Paulus, an Timotheus. Chen diefe Tatjade, daß der Brief 
einſchließlich dieſer eindringlichen Ermahnung an einen jungen Pann 
geridtet ijt, wird wohl gu beadten fein; denn die Sünde, gegen die 
Der Apoftel hier ermahnt, wird recht haufig bei jiingeren, jtrebjamen, 
eifrigen Leuten gu finden fein. Hingegen die Tugenden, die der Apoſtel 
gerne lobt und die er im Herzen feines Gebilfen und durd ibn in allen 
chriſtlichen Zuhörern hervorrufen will, feblen nur gu oft bet dem 
jungen Volke. 

Ebenfalls fann man wohl nicht umbin, gu beachten, tie zeitgemäß 
dieſe Worte des ApoftelS find fiir unfere Beit und Umijtande. Unjere 
Beit ijt vor allem durch Geldgier, Habſucht, Liebe gum Mammon, 
Finanzweſen und Finanggefprad gefenngeidnet. Man mag fic bin- 
twenden, wwohin man will, iiberall Hirt man bon Finangen und bom 
Geld. Da fann e8 denn aud nit ausbleiben, dak in vielen ein über⸗ 
mäßiges Sntereffe an irdifden Giitern ertwect wird und dak es mit der 
Genügſamkeit vorbei ijt. Wer wird leugnen wollen, dak dies der Fall 
fei? Unter folden BVerhaliniffen nun ruft uns der Apoftel Paulus 
dieſes Texteswort Zu. 

Das Wörtlein sé im Urtext zeigt uns den Kontraſt an, der zwiſchen 
den borbergehenden Verſen und den Worten unjers Textes beſteht. 
Der Apoſtel ermahnt Timotheus, fic) nicht mit frembder Lehre abgu- 
geben, B. 3, noch fich mit ſonſtigen Fragen gu beſchäftigen, die nur Reid, 
Hader, Lajterung, böſen Argwohn u. dgl. hervorrufen, V. 4; von foldjen 
foll er fich fernhalten und ſtatt deſſen die Gottſeligkeit mit der chriſtlichen 
Geniigfamfeit recht erfennen und ihren hohen Wert ſchätzen lernen. 

V. 6. Im Gegenſatz gu den falfden Ideen, die im vorhergehenden 
nambaft gemadt worden find, ijt Die Gottjeligfeit fehr gu preijen; denn 
fie ijt ein grofer Gewinn, xogcopds —= Erwerb. C8 werden im Grund- 
text zwei Hauptwörter gebraudt, namlid) edo¢fera — Gottedfurdt, 
Frömmigkeit, und atirdpxea — Selbftgenugfein, Geniigjamfeit. Die 
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engliſche überſetzung iſt alſo in diefem alle genauer als die deutfde. 
“Godliness with contentment is great gain.” Die Gotte3furdt lobt 
Paulus alS eine feine Tugend Rap. 4,8. ,Die Gottfeligkeit ijt gu 
allen Dingen nütz und hat die Verheipung dieſes und de3 gufiinftigen 
Lebens.“ Gelig in Gott fein, in ifm alles juden und finden, an ihm 
ſich geniigen lafjen, dad ift die Gottjeligfeit. Daneben die Geniigfam- 
feit. Der Apojtel verbindet fie mit der Gottjeligfeit. Dag man mit 
feinem Los gufrieden ijt, beſonders auch gerade mit feinem irdiſchen 
Beſitz, iſt gu loben. 

Es gibt wohl auch eine falſche Genügſamkeit, einen faulen In— 
differentismus in allen Sachen. Wenn einer mit allem zufrieden iſt, 
ſich keine Mühe gibt, ſeinen Zuſtand zu verbeſſern, ſich und die Seinen 
darben läßt, das Seine veruntreut, weil er zu faul iſt, ſo wird keiner 
behaupten wollen, daß er zu loben ſei. Die Genügſamkeit, von der der 
Apoſtel ſchreibt, beruht auf Gottſeligkeit. Sie fließt aus ihr heraus. 
Wo keine Gottesfurcht iſt, da wird auch keine rechte Genügſamkeit ſein 
können, da wird auch nicht ein Haufen Güter einem die Zufriedenheit 
geben können; umgekehrt wird aber die Gottesfurcht bei wenigem irdi— 
ſchen Beſitze volle Genügſamkeit verleihen. So ſagt der weiſe Salomo 
Spr. 15, 16: „Es ijt beſſer ein wenig mit der Furcht des HErrn denn 
großer Schatz, darin Unruhe ijt.” Bgl. Pſ. 37, 16; Spr.16,8. Weil 
der Gottesfürchtige nach dem erſten Artikel weiß, daß Gott ihm alles 
gegeben hat, was er hat, und zwar aus großer Güte, deshalb iſt er mit 
allem zufrieden, wie der liebe Gott es auch fügt und ſchickt. Gott iſt in 
allen Dingen zu loben. 

Paulus iſt ſelber ein gutes Exempel der Genügſamkeit geweſen, 
PHT. 4,11.12.18; auch Jakob, Gen. 28, 20. Einem ſolchen ijt Gott 
alles in allem, Sebr. 13, 5. 

V. 7. €3 werden nun Griinde angefiihrt, weshalb man gufrieden 
und geniigfam fein foll. Der erfte Grund ijt der: ,Denn wir haben 
nichts in die Welt gebradt, darum offenbar ijt, wir werden aud nichts 
hinausbringen.“ Cine Wahrheit, die die Geburt und der Tod eines 
jeden Menjdjen lehren. Der fromme Hiob befennt von fis: „Ich bin 
nacend bon meiner Mutter Leibe fommen; nacend werde ich wieder 
dahinfahren“, Hiob 1, 21; vgl. Pred. 5,14; Pj. 49,18. Wir fingen im 
Niede: „Nackend lag id auf dem Boden, da ich fam, da ich nahm meinen 
erjten Odem” uſw. Der Sohn des Millionar3 fommt ohne irdiſche Reich— 
tiimer auf die Welt, und der reichfte Menfd vermag auch feinen Heller 
mitgunehmen, tenn die Stunde des Todes fiir ihn gefdlagen hat. Alles 
bleibt guriic, Quf.12,15—21. Es ijt unfer eigen nidt, fondern es 
ijt uns nur anbertraut und wird wieder bon uns gefordert; e3 ijt alles 
irdiſch, deshalb hinfallig und muß einft vergehen. 

V. 8 wird der zweite Grund fiir die rechte Geniigfamfeit angegeben. 
/ Wenn wir Nahrung und Kleidung haben, fo laſſet uns begniigen.“ 
Nahrung und Keidung ijt ſchließlich alles, was mir fiir diefes Leben 
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bediirfen. Cigentlid haben mir nicht mehr nötig als Nahrung und 
Rleidung. Der Apojtel gebraucht diefe Wusdriide etwa in dem Sinne 
wie Der Heiland in der vierten Bitte den Ausdruck ,,unjer taglich Brot”. 
Sm Katechismus wird darauf hingetwiefen, daß ein Menſch eigentlich 
nur fiir Den einen Tag, den heutigen, Bedürfniſſe hat, daß ex deshalb 
nur fiir Den einen Tag beten foll, dak es heidniſch und unnütz ijt, 
ſich mit Sorgen fiir die Bufunft abgugeben. Das paßt alles gu dem 
Argument de3 ApojtelS in diefem Vers. Val. auch Salomos jchines 
Gebet, Spr. 30,7—9. Wie felten findet fich aber folde Geniigfamfeit! 

V. 9: ,Denn die da reich werden wollen, die fallen in Verfudung 
und Stride und biel toridter und ſchädlicher Lüſte, welche verjenfen 
Die Menſchen ins Verderben und Verdammnis.“ Cin dritter Grund 
fiir wahre Geniigjamfeit. Die Habfiichtigen, Ungeniigjamen, die durch⸗ 
aus reid) twerden wollen, ftehen in allergrößter Gefahr, ewig verloren- 
gugeben. Gerade infolge ihrer Habgier tritt die Verjucdung an fie 
heran, auch unehrliche Mittel und Methoden gu gebrauchen, wenn fie 
nur gu dem ertviinfdten Biel, Reichtum, gu fiihren fdeinen. ,,. Warum 
alleS jo genau nehmen? Warum nicht ein Auge gudriicen? Andere 
tun e3 und fommen dabei vorwärts. Es merft’s ja niemand.“” Go 
raunt ihnen das babgierige Fleiſch zu. Hat man erjt einmal der Ver— 
ſuchung nadjgegeben, jo wird eS immer ſchwieriger, ihr Widerjtand gu 
leijten. Immer madtiger regt fich die Begierde nach Reichtum, immer 
aiweifelhafter werden die Mittel, die man gebraucht, immer getviljen- 
loſer die Geſchäftspraxis, die man antwendet, nur um reich gu werden. 
Wie mander hat fremdes, ifm anbertrautes Geld veruntreut! Cr 
nahm e8 in der Abſicht, e3 guriicguerftatten, jobald er eben den fo fider 
erhofiten Getwinn eingeheimjt haben wiirde. Es wurde aber nie zu— 
riidgegablt, jet es, Dak der Getwinn ausblieb, fei e3, Dak man eben felbjt 
mit dem erhaltenen Gewinn nicht gufrieden war. Und mie ſchnell fann 
Die Verfuchung den Menjden itbertwaltigen! Der Apoſtel gebraucht das 
Bild des Fallſtricks, den der Vogler legt, um unverfehen3 den Vogel gu 
fangen. In einem Augenblick nod frei, gappelt er im nächſten hilflos 
in der Schlinge. Heute nod) ehrlid, morgen ein Dieb. Heute geehrt, 
morgen berabjdeut, ein Strafling, unter Gottes Fluch. Wie töricht die 
Luft des Geiges! Der geizige, geldgierige Mtenjch betriigt fich felbjt. 
Um berganglider Giiter willen jebt er jein Seelenheil aufs Spiel. Denn 
zugleich fdhadlich find diefe Liifte. Dadurd mird das Gewiſſen ab- 
gejtumpft, das Chrijtenleben fangt an gu verfiimmern, und tenn er 
auf der eingefdlagenen Bahn weiter geht, wird er verfenft ins Ver⸗ 
derben und in die Verdammnis. Man hat ,BVerderben” auf den Leib, 
„Verdammnis“ dagegen auf die Seele begogen; mit miebiel Red, 
twollen mir dahingeſtellt fein laſſen. Gewiß ijt, dak Geiz ſchließlich 
Leib und Geele verjenft in ewiges Verderben, Spr. 28, 22; Matth. 
18, 22; Saf. 5, 1—8; 1 Tim. 1,19. Judas und Demas find ab- 
ſchreckende Beifpiele. 
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V. 10: ,Denn Geig ift eine Wurgel alles übels, welches hat etliche 
geliiftet und find bom Glauben irregegangen und madden ihnen felbft 
viel Schmergen.” Geiz, pdagyveia, Liebe gum Silber, gum Gelde. Der 
Apoftel fagt nicht, dak Geig die eingige Wurgel alles übels fei, fondern 
eine Wurgel. Cr fagt aud nicht, dak Geld eine Wurgel alles 
übels fet. Geld ift eine Gabe Gottes und fann als foldje recht an— 
gewandt werden. Gottes Wort gibt un3 auch reichlich Anweiſungen, 
twie wir diefe Gabe Gotte3, das Geld, in den Dienft Gottes und de3 
Menſchen ftellen fonnen. Go hat e3 ja auch gu allen Zeiten reide und 
zugleich gottfelige Menfdjen gegeben. Man denfe an Abraham, Yofeph 
von Arimathia, Lydia, die Purpurframerin. Aber die Liebe gum Gelde, 
der Geig, ijt eine Wurgel alles übels. Die Liebe gum Gelbde ijt eben 
eine itbertretung des erſten Gebots, wodurd) die Liebe gu Gott verletzt 
und aus dem Gergen gedrangt wird. Chen aus dem Grunbde ijt der Geig 
eine frudtbare Wurzel des übels, aus der nur übel hervorſprießen fann, 
und eine Wurzel alles übels, aus der alle und jede Art des übels her- 
vorwachſen fann. Es gibt feine Giinde, gu welcher der Geig den Men— 
fGen nicht verführen fann. Offenbarer Mord und fahrlajfige Tötung, 
Gelbjtmord, Eheſcheidung, Diebereien, Maubanfalle, Viigen und Be- 
triigereien der allerſchrecklichſten Art find nur gu haufig Ausfliiffe des 
Geizes, der Geldliebe. Könnte man jedem Verbredjen bi3 auf die innerz 
ften Urfaden nadfpiiren, fo twiirden wir in nod vollerem Umfang die 
Wahrheit diefes apoſtoliſchen Wortes erfennen, die durd die alltagliche 
Erfahrung ſchon fo reichlich beftatigt wird. 

Schon in der erften apoftolifden Kirche waren mande vom Geiz 
iibereilt und gefeffelt worden, wie denn der Apoſtel fortfahrt: ,, Welches 
Hat etlicje gelitjtet und find bom Glauben irregegangen und madden 
ihnen jelbft viel Schmerzen.“ Der Geig Hat fie verfiihrt, dag fie den 
Glauben verloren haben und nun wie ein Schiff ohne Steuer und 
Kompaß umberirren, ohne feſtes Biel, ohne gu wiffen, wohin ihr auf 
gerichtet ijt, ohne die Möglichkeit, den ficheren Hafen der Seligfeit gu 
erreiden, dem ficheren Verderben entgegenirrend. Ja, fie maden fid 
felbjt viele Schmergen; eigentlid: fie durchbohren fich mit Schmergen. 
Die Ungufriedenheit nagt und gehrt an ihrem Gergen; tro’ allen Reich=- 
tums finden fie nicht das wahre Glück, find bet allen ihren Giitern armz- 
felige, bedDauernSiwwerte Menfden; ihr Herz ijt voll Neides und Cifer- 
fucht, ihre Seele voller Sorgen und Miihen; und wenn dann da3 
Gewwiffen aufwacht, fommt nur 3u oft die Vergiweiflung. Man lieft von 
einem tweiteren Gelbjtmord, ohne dak fdeinbar ein Grund vorhanden 
tar. Hüten wir un3 bor dem Geig! 

V. 11.12 folgt die Klimax de3 gangen Wbfdnittes: „Aber, du 
Gottesmenſch, fleuch foldes” uftv. Welch ein Gegenſatz zwiſchen diefen 
und den borbergehenden Verfen! Dort einer, der nicht mehr ein Rind 
Gottes ijt, hier ein Gottesmenſch; dort die Werke des Fleifches, hier die 
Werke des Geiftes; dort emiges Verderben, hier etwiges Leben. Der 
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Ausdrud „Gottesmenſch“ ijt hier nicht befonderer AmtStitel, fondern 
ein Name, der allen Chrijten beigelegt wird. Als Gottesmenſchen follen 
Chrijten nidjt mehr die Art und Gefinnung der Weltmenfden an fid 
haben. Als ſolche, die Chrijtus von der Welt erwählt hat, follen fie ihr 
Herz nicht mehr erfiillt fein laffen bon den Dingen diefer Welt. Als 
ſolche, Die Gottes Kinder find, follen fie trachten nach dem, was droben 
ijt, Rol. 3,1 ff.; 19oh.2,12—17. „Fleuch ſolches“, das heißt, den 
Geig und feine Liijte. Nicht fol der Chrijt den Geiz fogujagen erjt 
einmal ausprobieren, um aus eigener Erfahrung zu erfennen, wie ge- 
fahrlid er ijt. Mein, Hier, mie fo oft, gilt es fliehen. Wir Gottes- 
menſchen bitten in der ſechſten Bitte, dak Gott uns nit in Verſuchung 
führen möge; fo follen wir denn aud) alle und jede Gelegenheit gur 
Sünde fliehen und meiden, 2 Tim. 2,22. Fliehen heißt hier rechten 
Mut beweiſen; denn man ridhtet fich nach Gottes Willen im Widerſpruch 
gegen den Willen des eigenen Fleiſches und gegen die Verſuchungen 
der Welt. 

Der Unterſchied giwijden einem Weltmenfden und einem Gottes- 
menſchen, Joh. 17,11. 14, foll fich gerade auch in der Beurteilung und 
im Gebraud der irdiſchen Giiter erweiſen. Nicht Geldliebe, nicht der 
Geiz, welder ijt Götzendienſt, foll den Chrijten fenngeichnen, fondern 
vielmehr danfbare Genügſamkeit, rechte Bufriedenheit mit den Giitern, 
Die Gott beſchert hat. 

Wie der Chrijt den Geig und alle böſen Liijte fliehen foll, fo joll 
er dagegen der Geredhtigfeit uſp. nadjagen. Der Apojtel gebraucht 
einen ftarfen Wusdrucf, der jedoch) öfters gerade in dieſer Beziehung 
gebraucht wird. Val. Phil. 3,14; Hebr. 12,14. Machjagen foll er diefen 
Tugenden, wie ein Jäger der VBeute nachſtellt. Mit demfelben Cifer, 
mit welchem der Unglaubige dem Geld nadjagt, foll der Chrijt nach dem 
Guten tradten. Der Apoftel nennt zunächſt Gerechtigfeit. Damit ijt 
natürlich nicht die gugerechnete Gerechtigfeit gemeint, fondern die Lebens- 
geredjtigfeit, in der e3 der Chrijt gu immer größerer Vollfommenheit 
bringen foll. Und gwar geht hier Geredhtigfeit vornehmlich auf das 
Verhalinis des Chrijten gu feinen Mitmenfden, da der nächſte Wus- 
drud, ,, Gottjeligfeit”, fein Verhaltnis zu Gott begeichnet. Sowohl Gott 
alg feinen Mitmenſchen gegeniiber foll fich der Chrift auf das eifrigite 
beftreben, der Vollkommenheit nachgujagen. „Dem Glauben” jfoll 
Timotheus nadjagen, immer fejter gegriindet werden im ſeligmachenden 
Glauben, immer beffer erfennen die Liebe Gotte3 in Chrijto JEſu, 
immer guberfichtlider fic) halten an den eingigen Grund des Heils. 
Dann wird aud gang naturgemäß das Yagen nad der „Liebe“ folgen, 
das Beſtreben, gugunehmen in der Liebe gu Gott, der uns guerft geliebt 
hat, und in der Liebe gum Nachften, die an der Liebe Gottes gu uns ſich 
entgiindet und die ungertrennlide Begleiterin unſerer Liebe gu Gott ift. 
Endlich jage nad ,der Geduld und Sanftmut“. Harre aus in der 
Triibjal, bleib fejt im Leiden, merde nicht müde und ungeduldig, wenn 
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auch viel Kreuz und Ungemach did trifft. Suche den Feinden und 
Widerjacern, die dir iibel wollen und tun, mit Ganftmut gu begegnen, 
1 Petr. 2,20; 3,9.16. ; 

So foll Timotheus fampfen den guten Rampf de3 Glaubens; 
vgl. 2Tim. 4,7. Es ijt ein Kampf mit machtigen Feinden, ein Rampf, 
der manchmal ausſichtslos ſcheint, fo getwaltig find die Widerſacher. 
Dod ift e3 ein Rampf de3 Glaubens, de3 Glaubens an den Hergog 
unferer Geligfeit, in Dem wir Geredhtigfeit und Starfe haben, in dem 
Der Sieg uns gewiß ijt, Eph. 6,10 ff. Es ijt das ein guter Kampf, ein 
herrlicer Kampf, denn es ijt ein Rampf gegen das Böſe, gegen die 
Sünde und die Macht der Finjterni3, ein Kampf fiir das Gute, auf 
feiten Chrifti, ein Rampf, worin man nadfommt dem Wort des Apoſtels 
Phil. 4,8. Der Kampf ift auch nicht vergeblid. Der Apojtel muntert 
feinen Schüler auf: ,,€rgreife das ewige Leben!” Als Hhatteft du ſchon 
Das Biel erreicdht, den Sieg getwonnen, fo ergreife in voller Sieges— 
guberfidt das etwige Leben. Das ijt dir ja gugefagt durd deinen Gott. 
Das lak dir nicht rauben; das eigne dir immer wieder aufs neue gu. 
Halt dir immer twieder bor: Ich bin felig; ich habe das ewige Leben; 
niemand fann mid) aus der Hand des Heilandes reigen. Yn folder 
froblicken Siegesgewißheit fampfe den guten Rampf de3 Glaubens. Sn 
folder Zuverſicht ſoll ben Timotheus bejtarfen die Tatjache, dak ex gum 
eigen Leben berufen ijt und Gottes Gaben und Verufung ihn nicht 
gereuen finnen, Rim. 11,29; 1 Ror. 1,8.9; Phil. 1,6. Vied 355, 11. 
— Noch ein3 foll Timotheus gu rechtem RKampfescifer ermuntern. Cr 
hat ja felbjt ,befannt ein gut Bekenntnis bor vielen Beugen”. Damit 
wird ohne Biweifel hingetwiefen auf das Befenntni3, das jeder Chriſt 
und alſo aud Timotheus, der erft als Viingling getauft wurde, bei feiner 
Taufe und feiner Aufnahme in die Hhriftlicke Gemeinde ablegte. Dieſem 
Bekenntnis will er doch nicht untreu werden? Die vielen Beugen, die 
einft dies gute Befenntnis gehort haben, follen doch nicht in der Hoff— 
nung, die fie auf ifn gefebt batten, getaufdt werden? Gollen fie einjt 
droben vergeblid) nad) ihm Umſchau falten? Gewiß nicht! Darum 
„kämpfe den guten Rampf des Glaubens, ergreife das etwige Leben, 
dazu du auch berufen biſt“. Dann twirft du auch bor Geig ficjer fein. 
Diefer Rampf wird dich fo in Anfpruch nehmen, daß du feine Zeit haſt, 
nad großem Reichtum gu tradjten. 





Einige Dispofitionen mögen folgen. — Goittjeligfeit und Geniig- 
famfeit groper Getwinn. 1. Denn Geig ijt eine Wurgel alles übels. 
2. Gottfeligfeit hat die Verheißung diefe3 und de3 gufiinftigen Lebens. 
— Barum verbindet der Apoftel Gottfeligfeit und Geniigfamfeit? Wus 
zwei Griinden. 1. Ohne Gottfeligkeit feine Geniigjamfeit. 2. Ohne 
Geniigfamfeit feine Gottfeligfeit. — Hütet euch bor dem Geig! 1. Ex 
ftreitet wider die Hriftlide Geniigjamfeit. 2. Er hindert uns im guten 
Rampf des Glaubens. 3. Ex verſenkt feine Diener in Verderben und 
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Verdammnis. — Du Gottesmenfd, fei geniigjam! Dagu betwege did 
1. die Schandlicdfeit des Geiges, 2. dein hoher Chriftenberuf. — 
„Kämpfe den guten Rampf de3 Glaubens!“ 1. Dann wirft du vor der 
Giinde des Geiges bewahrt. 2. Dann nimmft du gu in allen guten 
Werfen. 3. Dann ergreifft du das etvige Leben. 

Ottomar Kriger. 





-_ = 
Sorr 


Dispofitionen über die von der Synodalfonferen; 
angenommene Serie altteftamentlider Verte. 





Fünfter Sountag nad) Trinitatis. 
2 Mof.3,1—15. 


Der Lert ergahlt die Berufung Moſis, enthalt aber gugleid eine 
der herrlidjten Offenbarungen unſers Gottes, die uns einerfeit3 - mit 
heiliger Ehrfurcht erfiillt, daß wir am liebſten mit Moſes unfere Schube 
ausgiehen und in anbetendem Schweigen verharren möchten, anderer- 
ſeits aber auch unfere Bunge löſt gu freudigen, jubelnden Lobgefangen. 


„All' Chr’ und Lob foll Gottes fein!“ 


1. Seilig und hebr ift fein Name. 
2. €r fendet eine Erlöſung feinem Wolf. 


1. 

V. 15. Auf Moſis Frage, V. 13, legt ſich Gott hier den Namen 
„HErr“, Jehovah, bei. (Lied 265, 1.) Er ſelber erklärt diefen Namen 
V. 14. Das ijt in der Tat ein feltjamer Name, eigenartig, anbetungs- 
würdig, unerforfdlid. Je mehr wir uns in diefen Namen und defjen 
Bedeutung verfenfen, um fo geheimnisvoller, um fo anbetungswiirdiger 
wird er, aber gugleich um ſo rühmenswerter, um fo Lieber und fojtlicer. 
„Ich werde fein, der ich fein werde.“ Cr fragt feinen um CErlaubnis, 
ob er fein darf und gerade fo fein darf, wie er e3 twill; daritber hat 
er allein gu beſtimmen. Er ijt, twas er ift und wie er ijt, eingig und 
allein dDarum, teil er e3 fo haben will. Es ijt feiner itber ihm, der 
ibm etwas gu befeblen, dem er fich zu fügen hatte. Es ift feiner neben 
ihm, den er bei feinen Werken gu Rat giehen, deffen Wünſche und Willen 
er wenigſtens in Betracht giehen miigte. Cr ift eben Jehovahl 

„Ich werde fein!” Nur einen HErrn gibt e3. Er redet durd- 
weg in der Einzahl. Wie nur ein Moſes an dem Berge war, V. 3, 
nit, fo nur ein Gott, der da fpridt „Ich“, BV. 6.7 ff.; 5 Mof. 4, 35; 
6,4; Sef. 45, 5. 6. 

Qn diefem einen Gott mehrere Perfonen. Der Engel 
des HErrn redet, der Vote, Gefandte, des HErrn, B. 2, der aber zugleich 
Gott, der HErr, ijt, V.4—15. S. Yoh. 8,16. 26. 29. 42; 10, 30; 14,9; 
5,19. Go hatte Mofes ja aud) von dem Geiſt Gottes, dem Schöpfer, 
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geredet, 1 Mof.1,2. Siehe auch Sef. 48,16; Matth. 28,19; Yoh. 15, 26. 
Altes und Neues Teftament begeugen die Dreieinigfeit. 

„Ich werde fein, der ich jein werde.“ Go redet der, der {don der 
Gott Abrahams war, B. 6,15, deffen Name ewiglich währt, V.15. Alles 
pergebt, Gott ift, beſteht in Cwigfeit, Pj. 90, 1.2; 102, 25—28. 

Gott redet aus dem Buſch. Der gange Gott ijt in dem Buſch 
gegeniwartig, V. 2.4. Das ijt derfelbe Gott, bon dem wir V. 7—9 
Tefen, der Wllgegentwartige, der Himmel und Erde erfiillt, den doch 
weder Himmel nod Erde umfakt und einjdlicken fann, Sef. 66,1; 
1 Ron. 8, 27. 

Der Gott Abrahams, BV. 6, hat fich diejem als der Allmächtige 
geoffenbart, 1 Mof.17,1; auch bier, V.2.3. Der Buſch drennt, aber 
perbrennt nicht, B.8 ff.; Erlöſung durd mächtige Hand. 

Es ift der heilige Gott, bor dem Sünder fich fürchten, B. 6, deffen 
Gegenwart den Ort heiligt, V.5. Zugleich der Gott der Gnade, der 
eingig und allein um feiner Verheißung, ſeines Gnadenivillens willen 
fein Volf angenommen hat und erretten will, BV. 7 ff. Der wahrhaftige 
Gott, der ſeine Verheigung halt. 

Das ijt Gott. Mag man das glauben oder nidt, das andert 
nights an der Sade. Er wird fein, der er fein wird, einerlei tie 
fic) die Menſchen dagu ftellen. Wunderbarer, unbegreiflicder, herr= 
licher Gott! 9 


V. 7 if. Der HErr fieht das Elend feines Volfes. Weil er Jehovah 
ijt, jo macht er feine Verheißung wahr, die er Abraham gegeben hat. 
Seine Erlöſung wird niemand hindern fonnen. Wie er fein Volf wider 
alle Verjuche, es ausgurotten, bisher erhalten hat, wie das Volf gwar 
brannte im Feuer der Tribjal, 2 Moſ. 1, 2, und dennod nit ver- 
brannte, weil er, der HErr und Erlöſer, der Bund und Treue halt 
etwiglid), in feiner Mitte wohnte, fo wird eben diefer Bundesgott auch 
fein Volk aus dem Dienjthauje fiihren. De gum Beichen ſpricht er: 
V. 12. WS Mofes mit diefer Botſchaft gum Volf fam, glaubte es, 
Rap. 4,31. Wenn fie auch durd mande Not hindurch muften, fo er- 
fdallten nad vollbradter Erlöſung um fo Lauter ihre Loblieder dem 
HErrn gu Ehren, der fo madtig, heilig, ſchrecklich, (oblich und wunder⸗— 
tatig ijt, Rap. 15. 

Das alles ijt Whbild und Vorjpiel einer noch viel herrlicheren Er— 
löſung, die der dreieinige Gott im Neuen Teftament guftande gebradht 
hat, Gal. 4,4; 2Ror. 5,18; Kol. 1,13 ff.; 2,14 Ff. Wie Gott Moſes 
jandte, feinem Golf dies gu verfiinden und e3 aus Yghpten gu fiihren, 
fo fendet er feine Prediger, um Giindern das Coangelium gu predigen, 
fie aus dem Agypten der Welt, dem Dienfthaus der Sünde, heraus- 
gufiihren, Eph. 2. Unter diefen Erlöſten und Gebeiligten wohnt er 
dann als unter feinem Golf, Eph. 2,19—22; 1 Ror. 3,16.17; Bob. 
14,238. Died Volf erhalt er gur Seligfeit, Yoh. 10, 28.29, aur end- 
liden, eigen Erlifung. Wenn aud) die Feinde wüten, wenn aud das 














528 DiSpofitionen iiber eine Serie altteftamentlider Texte. 


Feuer der Trübſal und der Verfolgung heftig brennt, dennoch faut die 
Welt das groke Wunder, dak der Buſch brennt und doch nicht verbrennt; 
denn ,,Gott ijt bet ihr drinnen, Gott hilft ihr frühe“, Pj. 46, 6 ff.; Bef. 
43,2b. Schließlich ridjtet er die Feinde, Offenb. 20,9, und führt fein 
auserwähltes Golf gur Herrlichfeit, Offend. 21, wo ihm Loblieder er- 
fallen werden ohne Zahl und ohne Aufhoren. — eT 





Sedhfter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis. 
1 Mof.4,3—8s. 

Was in einer crijtliden Gemeinde doch alles vorfommen fann! 
Grobe Sinden. Immer wieder entpuppen fic) Leute, die wir fiir treue 
Chrijten gehalten haben, alS gang unglaubige Menfden und Lajter- 
fnedhte. Ba, zuweilen werden Gemeindeglieder fogar vom weltlichen 
Gericht als Verbrecher verurteilt und beftraft. Im Budhthaus fiben 
biele, die einjt im Gotteshaus gefefjen haben. 

Wie foll man fich das denn erflaren? Wie ijt e3 möglich, dak 
Reute, die eine GHrijtlide Erziehung genofjen haben und regelmagig in 
Die Kirche gefommen find, fo ausarten? 

Die Antwort wird in unſerm Terte geliefert. Da feiner von uns 
bor Abfall und groben Miffetaten fider ijt, betradten wir gu unferer 
Warnung: 

Wie Gottesfinder gu Siindenfnedten werden. 
1. Durdh Heuchelei in ihrem Gottesdienft; 
2. durch Veradtung der ernften Barnungen ifres 
Gottes; 
3. Durd freiwilligen Gindendienft. 


| 


a. Rain war der Sohn glaubiger Cltern. Ohne Biweifel war er 
aud) einjt glauvig. Cr gehörte auch jebt noch gur fidtbaren Gemeinde 
Gottes und brachte fogar Opfer. Aber fein Glaube war erjtorben. Er 
war nidjt mehr fromm. Gein Gottesdienjt am Opferaltar war eine 
Heuchelet, V. 3—5. 7. 

b. Go gibt e3 viele. Sie fommen aus Chrijtenhaufern, befuden 
chriſtliche Schulen, fommen regelmagig in die Rirde und bringen ihre 
Opfer, aber ihr Herg ijt ferne von Gott, Matth.15,8. Anfanglid 
waren fie vielleicht Chrijten, aber durch maſchinenmäßiges Singen und 
Beten, durch leichtfertiges Wnhdren des Wortes Gottes, durch fort- 
währende Vernadlajfigung ihres geijftliden Lebens ijt ifr Glaube 
ſchließlich zugrunde geridtet worden. Ihre Gottesdienfte find eitel 
Heuchelei. Damit haben fie ,den Weg Rains” betreten, Judä 11. 

c. Ein jeder priife fich felbft. Wie fteht e3 mit unfern Gotte3- 
dienften im Rammerlein und in der Kirche? Sind fie etwa nur Kains⸗ 
opfer? Bedenkt, dak folde Gottesdienfte dem OHErrn ein Greuel find, 
V. 5a, und deshalb den Menfden ſchließlich gum Schaden gereiden 
miiffen, Sir. 1,34—38. 
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2. 

a. Gott warnt Rain, B.6.7. Er halt ihm vor, dah er nidt mehr 
fromm ijt, und mabnt ifn gur Umfehr. Cr warnt ihn auch gegen die 
ſchweren Verfudungen, die ihm entgegentreten. ,,Gott warnte ihn vor 
der Siinde, der findigen Tat, welche wie ein gieriges wilde Tier vor 
der Tür rube.” (Stidhardt.) Aber Rain ſchlägt Gottes Warnungen 
in den Wind. Anjtatt fie gu Herzen gu nehmen und fic gu befehren, 
fahrt er in feinem gottlofen Weſen fort. Er geigt gang flar, daß er 
nicht Gottes, fondern feinen eigenen Willen tun will. 

b. Ebenſo handeln viele Kirchgänger, die entweder fon abgefallen 
find oder dod) im Begriff ftehen abgufallen. Gott warnt fie durch fein 
Wort und durch ihr Getviffen. Cr twill fie ernjtlich retten. Aber die 
ernjten Mahnungen Gottes gehen in ein Obr Hinein und gum andern 
wieder Hinaus. Gie werden nidt gu Herzen genommen. Und die 
Stimme des Gewiffens, nun, die bringt man ſchließlich gum Schweigen. 
Und fo geht der Heudhler ſicher und getrojft feinen Weg ins Verderben. 

c. Wie fteht e3 bet dir? Nimmſt du Gottes Warnungen Zu Herzen, 
oder verachteſt du fie? Bebdenfe, wenn ein Menfd jo weit gefommen 
ijt, Dak er Gottes Buppredigten und Warnungen ohne weiteres beijeite- 
feben und eigenjinnig feine eigenen Wege gehen fann, dann ſteht er 
fon am Rand de3 Verderben3. Das fehen wir an Kain. 


3. 

a. Rain ermordet feinen Bruder, V.8. Anjtatt iiber die Sünde 
gu herrſchen, wie ihm Gott befohlen hat, lat er ihr ihren Willen. Frei- 
willig wird er der Sünde Knecht. Darüber toundern wir uns nid§t; 
denn wenn ein Menfd nicht mehr fromm ijt und fich hartnacig den 
Mahnungen Gottes widerfebt, dann wird er ſchließlich irgendein Ver- 
brechen, gu dem er berfucht wird, begehen. Warum? Weil er fich dem 
Sdube des Heiligen Geiſtes entgogen hat und freitvillig der Sünde 
Knecht geworden ijt. Und wer der Sitnde Knecht ijt, der mu der Siinde 
Gehorſam leijten, Rim. 6, 16. 

b. Geutgutage geht e3 geradefo. Chrijten werden nicht im Hand— 
umbdrehen grobe Giinder und Verbreder. Gang allmablich bereitet fid 
der Teufel feine Werkzeuge gu. Erſt wird der Chriſt leidtfertig und 
Yau in feinem Gottesdienft. Es ijt ihm dabei fein rechter Ernft mehr. 
Er fangt an gu heudeln. Gott mahnt, warnt, ftraft ihn, aber er gibt 
ibm fein Gehör. Er hat die Siinde eben Lieber als Gott. Allmählich 
ergibt er fic) der Siinde gang und gar, wird ein rechter Sündenknecht. 
Dann wird e3 in der Regel offenbar: diefer, den mir immer fiir einen 
Chriften gehalten haben, ijt ein Dieb, Säufer, Ehebreder, Mirder. So 
ging e3 mit Rain; dahin fann es aud) mit uns fommen. 

Schluß. Meint nidt, dak ifr nidt aus dem Glauben fallen 
und gu groben Giindern werden fonnt! 1 Ror. 10,12. Wir alle ftehen 
in Gefahr. Deshalb follen wir uns bor dem Wege Rains hüten. 

34 E. J. F. 
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Siebter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis. 
1 Ron. 17, 1—16. 


„Was unjer Gott gefdaffen hat, das mill er auch erhalten”, fo 
fingen wir (Lied 350, 3). Yn der Erflarung des erjten Artikels folgt 
auf da8 Bekenntnis „Ich glaube, dak mich Gott gefdaffen bat” gleid: 
„Ich glaube, dag mic) Gott . . . noch erhält.“ — Glauben wir das 
ebenjo fejt? Wir find entritftet itber foldje, die Gott ſeine Schipferehre 
rauben wollen und blinden Zufall, Evolution uſw. an feine Stelle fegen; 
raubt man ihm aber nicht ebenſowohl ſeine Chre, wenn man an feiner 
Fürſorge giweifelt? — Sind wir ſchuldlos? Muß nidt der HErr aud 
uns, befonders in flauen Seiten, mie mir fie jebt erleben, gurufen: 
„O ihr Kleingläubigen!“? Matth. 6,30. — Golde Gefdichten, wie fie 
unſer Tert und das Ehangelium de3 heutigen Gonntags uns ergablen, 
hat Gott uns aufgeidnen laſſen, um un3 in unjerm Vertrauen auf feine 
giitige Fürſorge gu ftarfen. Lernen wir heute, der Mahnung des Apoftels 
gu folgen: 

„Alle eure Sorge werfet auf ihn, denn er forget fiir end.“ 


1. Glauben mir feft, daß Gott mirflid aud im 
Irdiſchen fiir die Seinen forgt. 
2. Werfen wir darum alle unfere Gorge auf ibn. 


1. 

Whab war einer der gottlofejten Könige Israels, 1 Ron. 16, 33; 
und obwohl erſt fechaig Sabre ſeit Salomo3 Tod vergangen waren, folgte 
doch ſchon fajt das gange Volf ſeinem gottlofen Könige. Plötzlich er- 
ſchien da eines Tages der Prophet Elias vor Whab und fiindigte ihm 
das Gericht Gottes an, V.1. Das erforderte Mut; denn das bradte 
Elias in groke VebenSgefahr; wer dem Ahab und erjt recht feinem Weibe 
Iſebel in den Weg trat, wurde einfad aus der Welt gefdafft, 1 Kin. 
21,18. Und die auf die angedrohte Diirre folgende Teurung und 
Hungersnot mupte auch den Propheten treffen. 

Wher Gott rettet ihn: aus LebenSgefahr, V.3 (er fendet ihn in 
eine wüſte Gegend, wo nur Raben feinen Aufenthaltsort fennen); aus 
Hungersnot, V. 4 (wirkliche Raben; alle andern Crflarungen des 
Wortes, das mit ,Raben” iiberfewt wird: Araber, Raufleute, Bewohner 
des Fleckens Oreb oder Orbo, find Fiindlein folder, die gerne das 
Wunder aus dem Tert ausmergen möchten; und ſchließlich werden fie 
das Wunder dod nicht 103). — Gott hatte den Elias ja auf andere 
Weije retten finnen, Dan. 3 und 6; aber dieSmal follte Gottes Geridt 
über das gottloje Volf famt feinem Könige fommen; darum wählte er 
dieſe Mittel, teils natiirliche (Flucht, das Waſſer des Bachs), teils 
übernatürliche (den Dienſt der Raben). 

Doch der Bach vertrocknete. Warum verhütete Gott das nicht? 
In Zarpath war noch ein frommes Kind Gottes, das er retten wollte, 
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Rut. 4,25. 26. Cine arme Witwe, BV. 12; eine Heidin, die aber gu dem 
Gott Israels befehrt war, V.9.12.15. Da war Elias ficher; Whab 
würde ifn nicht im Reich Cthbaals, der Hochburg des VBaalsdienjtes, 
fuden; und der Prophet famt der Witwe und ihren Angehörigen tourden 
bom Hungertode errettet: durch natiirliche Mittel, die Gott aber auf 
tounderbare Weife fegnete, BV. 16. 

So forgt Gott fiir die Seinen auch im Irdiſchen. Er ſchützt fie in 
Gefahr und verforgt fie mit aller Notdurft und Nahrung des Leibes 
und Lebens reichlich und täglich: durch natiirlide Mittel, Luk. 10, 33; 
Act. 23, 12 ff.; Yoh. 19,26; Gen. 3,19; 2 Theff. 3,10; durch Wunder, 
wenn es nötig ijt, Gen. 7; 19, 11. 15 ff.; Num. 11, 31; Er. 16,4; Deut. 
29,5; 1Kön. 19, 8. 

Das tut Gott nidt nur in folden vereingelten Wusnahmefallen; 
die Verheifung hat er all den Seinen gegeben, uf. 12,7; Sef. 33, 16; 
Pj. 37,19. 25; 2 Kor. 9,10. — Hat er fie nicht erfüllt? Der und die 
vierte Bitte gelehrt hat, hat er fie nicht aud) immer erhirt? Wenn er 
uns fragen würde: Habt ihr auch je Mangel, wirklich Mangel, gehabt! 
müßten wir nicht diefelbe Antwort geben wie Luk. 22,35 die Jünger? 
Wie oft Hilft ex durch Mtittel, die gang ungeniigend fdeinen! Und 
wie mancher Chrift, der im Dienft Gottes alt geworden ijt, fann bon 
tounderbarer Errettung aus Gefahr ergahlen! 

Wozu foll uns das bewegen? 


2. 


Wir follen danfbar anerfennen, daß er e8 ijt, der durch die irdiſchen 
Mittel hilft, Pſ. 127, 1. 2; deshalb fleipig gu ihm beten. Elias war 
ein madtiger Beter, Yaf.5,17.18. Cin glaubiges Gebet hat Heute 
nod diefelbe Wirkung bet Gott, Jak. 5,16; und obgleid Gott taglid 
Brot gibt ohne unjer Gebet, fo will er doch gebeten fein; das gefallt 
ifm wohl, und er will's feqnen, Matth. 7,11; Luk. 18,1. 7. 

Wir follen nicht fiir die Bufunft forgen, fondern auf ihn vertrauen, 
Matth. 6, 31 ff.; Vuk. 12,4—7; nicht auf die irdiſchen Mittel fehen, 
jondern auf feine Verheißung wie hier Clia3, BV. 4.5.9.10; wie die 
Witwe, V.15. Wieviel gliiclicer waren wir, wenn wir nicht immer 
auf die 200 Pfennige und die fünf Brote ſähen, Yoh. 6, 7—9, fondern 
auf ifn, der fie gemacht und gegeben hat und in deffen Sand fie ſich 
fo bermehren fonnen, daf fie geniigen! „Weg' hat er allerwegen“ uſw. 
Wes ift ihm untertanig, Eph. 3, 20. 

Wir follen unbergagt und ohne Grauen un allenthalben als 
Chrijten und Diener Gottes betweifen. Unerſchrocken tritt Elias dem 
gottlojen Rinig entgegen. Wir fiirdten fiir unfer bißchen Leben und 
befennen unfern Heiland nidt vor unferm Gefdledt, da fo gottlos ift 
thie Y8rael unter Ahab; wir fiirdten, dak man un abweiſt, ausladt, 
meidet, und laden unfere Nadbarn und Befannten nidt zur Kirche ein; 
teden lieber nidjt bon Religion. Die Witwe hat faum genug Vorrat, 
um einen lebten Biffen fiir fic) und ihren Sohn gu bereiten; aber fie 
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badt erjt fiir Den Propheten. Wir wollen un nichts Angenehmes, das 
dies Leben bHietet, verjagen und geben dann dem lieben Gott, mwas 
ſchließlich noch übrig iſt. Wir firdten, mir möchten einmal in der 
fernen Zufunft Mangel leiden; jo ſchneiden wir die Halfte bon unferm 
Beitrag fiir Gottes Reich ab, wenn eine fleine Wolfe am Gefdafts- 
himmel aufiteigt. © der Gitte unfers Gottes, dak er uns nicht alles 
nimmt! Warum handeln wir fo? Wir vertrauen ihm nicht; mir fagen 
e3 wohl, aber e8 ift nicht wahr. 

Priifen wir uns wohl! Lernen mir von Clias und der Witwe! 
Was gilt’s, Gott wird feine Verheifung immer nod erfiillen, Pf. 91, 
10—16; Quf.10,3.19; Mal. 3,10. =. @. 









Adter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis. 
Ser. 23, 21—32. 


Unſere lutheriſche Kirche wird vielfach verſchrien, weil fie unent- 
wegt feſthält an dem Zeugnis gegen alle falſche Lehre und Lehrer, gegen 
die falſchen Propheten. Das will man nicht mehr hören; das iſt dem 
gegenwärtigen Geſchlecht gu altmodiſch; der Paſtor ſoll nur die chriſt— 
liche Lehre darlegen und das Widerlegen und Kritiſieren laſſen. Ja, 
es fehlt wohl nicht gang an ſolchen, welche meinen, daß das Warnen 
vor falſchen Propheten gegen die chriſtliche Liebe verſtoße, und ſogar 
Matth. 7, 1 zur Rechtfertigung ihres Standpunktes anführen wollen. 

Die Heilige Schrift zeugt überall mit hellen, klaren Worten gegen 
jedermann, der nicht die bibliſche Lehre führt und nicht an der Rede 
JEſu bleibt. Dies Zeugnis der Schrift haben wir im Alten und im 
Neuen Teſtament. JEſus hat doch ſelber, 3.B. Matth.7 und 23, in 
unmißverſtändlichen Worten geredet. Hier haben wir ein ganges Kapitel 
des Propheten Yeremia, das gegen dasfelbe übel gefdrieben ift. 


Was fol uns bewegen, in unferm Zeugnis gegen falfde Bropheten 
angubalten? 

1. Gottes Befdreibung der falſchen Propheten, 
V. 21. 22. 

a. Sie fommen, ohne daß er fie gefandt hatic. Somit gibt er uns 
das erjte Renngeidjen; vgl. Kap. 14, 14. Gie ,laufen”, ſagt er, und 
geigt Damit ihren grofen Cifer, ihre Bereitwilligfeit, an. Dies im 
Gegenſatz gu feinen Propheten, die er fendet, die er in feinen Dienſt 
beruft, Act. 20,28. — Anwendung auf falfdhe Propheten heutgutage, 
3. B. Mormonen, Ruffelliten, Chriſtliche Wiffenfdaftler. Gott ſchickt fie 
nicht; fie fommen gelaufen. 

b. Der Tert fagt weiter, dak diefe falfden Propheten nicht Gottes 
Wort verfiindigen. Das ift ein tweiteres Renngeiden. Gott redet nidt 
gu ibnen, V. 21. Chen deshalb find fie falſche, unechte, trügeriſche Pro- 
pheten. Gin wirklicher Prophet verfiindigt, was Gott ihm geboten hat, 
und weiter nichts; er ſcheut fich, etwas davonzutun oder hingugufiigen. 
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Wiirden jene Propheten Gottes Wort predigen, dann hatte die Predigt 
die Befehrung des Volfes gur Folge, wie V. 22 gefagt wird. Val. 1 Petr. 
4,11; Rim. 1,16. Das ijt bet ihrer Predigt aber nicht der Fall. 

c. Die falſchen Propheten predigen Traume, BV. 25.27. Was fie 
mit ihrer Vernunft augsgetiiftelt haben, was ihnen als herrliche Weis- 
Heit und bewundernswerter Fortſchritt angepriefen tworden ift, das 
wollen fie an den Mann bringen. Gottes Beſchreibung pakt genau. — 
Anwendung auf Cvolutionijten, Bionijten. Sollen wir nachlaſſen in 
unſerm Zeugnis gegen jolche Leute? 

2. Gottes Klage iiber fie, BV. 25—28. 

a. 8 ijt bemerkenswert, dak Gott darauf adtgibt, daß e3 ihm alfo 
nicht einerlet ijt, mie viele mahnen, was gepredigt wird. Gott klagt 
V. 26: , Wann wollen doch die Propheten aufhiren, die falſch meisfagen 
und ihres Hergens Triigerei weisſagen?“ Cr jeufgt gleichſam, daß das 
jo lange dauert. Cinjt wird er nicht mehr flagen, ſondern ſchlagen. 
Val. Pf. 50, 16—22; Gal. 6, 7. 

b. Ferner flagt Gott dariiber, dak fein Volf verfiihrt wird, V. 27. 
Sein Name wird vergefjen, wie e3 gu ihrer Vater Zeiten auch geſchah. 
Traurige Zeiten find e3 fiir das Volf Gottes. Das Wort Gottes wird 
rar. Bgl. Hefef. 22,26. Wenn die falfden Prediger nur fich felber 
ſchaden und fonjt feinen berjfithren wiirden — aber dad ijt nicht der Fall. 
Den Leuten jucken die Oren nach einer andern Predigt als der Wahr— 
eit. Gottes Klage ijt alfo gang beredtigt. 

ce. Gott fordert in feiner Klage, dak ein Prophet, der fein Wort 
hat, e3 aud predige und nicht eitle Traume dafiir einfebe, VB. 28. 
Andere modgen traumen, wenn fie wollen, aber Propheten follen nicht, 
fondern follen aufs Wort aden. 

Was wiirde man bon einem Botſchafter halten, der die AWuftrage 
feiner heimatlidjen Regierung vergeffen und ftatt deren feine eigenen 
Gedanfen und Plane durchgufeben verfuchen wiirde? Seine Herren 
würden ihm ſchön Beſcheid ſagen! — Diirfen wir da das Beugnis unter 
laſſen? 

3. Gottes Drohung gegen fie, BV. 29—82. 

a. Gott erinnert an feine hohe Perfon, feine Majeftat, die Gewalt 
feine3 Wortes, V. 23.24. Welche Torheit ijt es doch, Gott hinters Licht 
fiifren gu wollen oder gar etwas verbergen gu twollen bor ſeinem heiligen 
Angeſicht! Er fennt die Gergen; er ift nahe und ferne gur felben Beit; 
er ijt allgegentwartig, allwiffend und allmaditig, Bf.189,7—10. Gein 
Wort, V. 29, ijt wie ein verzehrendes Feuer und wie ein alles zertrüm— 
mernder Hammer. Das Stroh, VB. 28, wird er verbrennen, vgl. Marth. 
3,12; der Hammer feines Wortes wird die harten, felfigen Hergen zer⸗ 
idlagen, Hebr. 4,12; Pred. 12,11; 1 Mor. 1, 18—24. 

b. Gott droht gu ftrafen. Dreimal haben mir hier diefelben Worte: 
„Siehe, ich will an die Propheten.” Ich will an fie, dad heißt, ich will 
fie zur Rede ftellen und fie ftrafen megen ihrer Siinde. Die Gewißheit 
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der Abrechnung wird durd) das dreimalige ,, Sch will an fie” angefiindigt. 
Wie ſchrecklich wird der Augenblic fein, wenn fein Born entbrennen 
wird! Bj.2,5.12. Man denft bier untwillfiirlid an die Drohungen, 
die Chrijtus gegen die Phariſäer und Wteften ausgeftoRen hat, Matth. 23. 
Val. aud) Ver. 27,10.15; Heſek. 20,39; Deut. 18, 20. 

c. Predigen wir das Wort Gottes nicht langer lauter und rein, 
twarnen und geugen wir nidt mehr gegen falſche Propheten, dann gelten 
un8 diefe Worte unfers Terte3. Davor bebhiite uns Gott! Wir twollen 
fefthalten an dem Zeugnis unferer Bibel und der Vater und beherzigen, 
was Rim. 16,17 und 1 Boh. 4,1 geſchrieben jtebht. 

Wo Gottes Wort recht gepredigt wird, da findet man den, bon dem 
V. 5. 6 geredet wird: den HErrn, der unfere Gerechtigfeit ijt. Ihn 
wollen wir predigen. (Lied 253, 1.) D. &. 


4 
* 





* 
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I. Amerika. 


Die Kirden Amerifas im Yahre 1930. Das Monatsblatt Christian 
Herald, da feit Sahren die Berichte Dr. Carrols über die Kirchenſtatiſtik 
unfer3 Landes verdffentlicdt Hat, hat nach dem Ableben de3 ebengenannten 
Rirdenftatiftifers D. G. L. Kieffer aus der Vereinigten Lutherifden Kirche 
fiir diefe Arbeit berufen, und deffen Bericht iiber das Jahr 1930 tft in der 
Mainummer diefes Blattes erſchienen. Der fummarifde Veridt lautet, 
wie folgt: 

Kirchengemeinſchaften. Mitglieder. Zunahme. 

Katholiken (weſtliche), 3 Kirchenkörper 17,316,673 

PVaptiften, 15 Kirchenkörper 

Methodiften, 16 Kirchenkörper 

Qutheraner, 17 Kirchenkörper 

Presbyterianer, 9 Kirchenkörper 

Singer Chrifti, 2 Kirchenkörper 

Epiffopaltirde 

RKongregational-Chriftianer 

Katholiken (öſtliche), 10 Kirchenkörper 

Mormonen, 2 Kirchenkörper 

Reformierte, 3 Kirchenkörper 563,1 

Vereinigte Brüder in Chriſto, 2 Kirchenkörper 417,594 

Jüdiſche Gemeinden 357,135 

Evangelifdhe Synode von Nordamerifa 

Evangeliſche Kirche, 2 Kirchenkörper 

Briider (Dunkards), 4 Rirdenfirper......... 

AUdventiften, 5 Kirchenkörper 

Assemblies of 

Freunde, 4 Kirchenkörper 

Mennoniten, 17 Kirchenkörper 419 


42,961 





Rirchengemeinfdaften, die weniger als 100,000 
Mitglieder haben, zählen gufammen , 16,325 


Geſamtzahl 008, 59,286 
*A = Ubnahme. 
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über diefen Bericht ftellt der ,,@riedenSbote” die folgende Betrach- 
tung an: „Vierzig Sabre lang hat der bewahrte Statiftifer Dr. ©. K. 
Carroll von Yahr gu Bahr die Babhlen aus den Berichten der Kirchen 
Umerifas gujammengeftellt und die Urſachen feftguftellen gefucht, die fiir 
den jetveiligen Fortſchritt oder Riidfdritt berantwortlid) waren. Cr durfte 
wahrnehmen, dak die Gefamtgahl der Kirchenmitglieder in diefer Beit von 
Nahr gu Jahr gunahm. Wenn aud die BZunahme in manchen Jahren ver-z 
hältnismäßig gering war, jo twar fie in andern um jo größer. Die Heinjte 
Zunahme tourde fiir das Yahr 1919 vergeidnet, nämlich 51,000, die größte 
fiir das Jahr 1928, nämlich 1,111,984. Butweilen find die Sdwan- 
fungen freilid) nur eine Widerfpiegelung mangelhafter Berichterſtattung. 
Xm Hinblick auf das Jahr 1929 meldete er eine Bunahme von 300,419, 
und er ſprach die itbergeugung aus, dag darin der Beweis dafiir liege, 
dak die Kirche in Amerika das Vertrauen de3 Volkes nicht eingebiikt habe, 
wie bon den Gegnern erflart worden fei, fondern lebenskräftig fet und 
hoffnungsfreudig in die Zufunft blicken dürfe. Mit diefem Wort des Ver- 
trauen8 in die LebenSfrafte de3 Coangeliums ſchloß er feine Tatigkeit als 
Statijtifer ab. Gr hat gwar nod die Sammlung der Zablen fiir da3 Jahr 
1930 angefangen, aber mitten in der Arbeit ereilte ihn der Tod. 

„Das vergangene Jahr ftand im Zeichen der Geſchäftsflauheit und 
Urbeitslofigfeit; aber das Sprichwort fagt: Not Lehrt beten®, und Not⸗ 
geiten find gewöhnlich Crntegeiten fiir die Kirche. Dagu fam, dag die 
Rirden aus Anlaß des Pfingjtjubilaums befondere WAnjtrengungen made 
ten, das Heil in Chrijto in eindrudSvoller Weije gu verkimbdigen. [2] Es 
ijt Darum etwas enttaujdend, dak die Bunahme an Mitgliedern verhaltnis- 
magig gering war. Gie betrug nur 59,286. 

„Auffallend ift, dag mebhrere der größten Rirchengemeinjdaften in 
Diefem Nahr eine Abnahme an Mitgliedergahl buchen mußten, wahrend fie 
nod) vor wenigen Jahren verhältnismäßig die größten Zunahmen auf- 
zuweiſen Hatten. Die Lutheraner haben um 56,567 gugenommen und die 
Baptijten um 45,642, aber die Methodiften haben eine Einbuße bon 48,211 
erlitten, Die Presbyterianer find um 22,768 guriidgegangen und die Jünger 
Chriſti um 18,567.“ 

Widhtig find die Bemerfungen, die D. Kieffer ſelbſt zu den gegebenen 
Zablen hingufiigt. Cr ſchreibt: „Neungig Progent der Gefamtmitglied- 
ſchaft der Gemeinden gehiren gwangig Kirdengemeinfdaften oder gleid- 
namigen Rirdengruppen an. Wenn die Kirchen, wie die Zahlen angu- 
deuten fdjeinen, guriidgeben, fo ift der Grund dafiir gum Teil in der 
Botſchaft gu finden, die fie Der Welt verfiindigen. Gin Beitalter de3 Bmei- 
felns und Fragens, des geſchäftlichen Niedergangs und der Gefeglofigkeit 
fordert bon der Rangel einen beftimmten und deutlidjen Ton der Pofaune: 
Wir follen Gott fürchten und lieben’ — Weradhtet nicht die Kirche Gottess — 
So fpridt der HErr — ‚Es fteht gefdrieben‘ (im Wort Gottes). 

wDie religiöſe Unterweifung der Qugend Amerifas ijt ein ſchreiendes 
Bediirfnis. Wenn auf den Univerfitaten und höheren Lehranftalten, wie 
zuweilen behauptet wird, ein Mangel an Religion’ fich bemerfbar madt 
und als Folge davon Afterwiſſenſchaft, Gottesleugnung und ähnliches, fo 
tut es not, daß die Rirden die Sachlage unterſuchen und ein durdigreifen- 
des Heilmittel finden. Es miiffen Univerſitätspaſtoren angeftellt werden, 
und e8 ift fehr gu empfeblen, und zwar mit befonderem Naddrud, daß die 





536 Theological Observer. — Kirchlich-Zeitgeſchichtliches. 


verjchiedenen Rirdengemeinfdaften und CrgiehungSbehorden unter den 
Studenten arbeiten.“ 

Intereſſant ijt der BVergleid, den der „Friedensbote“ iiber die Buz 
gehörigkeit gur Kirche vor hundert Jahren und jebt anſtellt. Cr jchreibt: 
„Beachtenswert ift, dag der Progentfak an Zunahme von RKirdhenmitglie- 
Dern in den letzten hundert Jahren bedeutend größer war als der der Be- 
völkerungszunahme. Bor hundert Jahren gab e3 unter je 75 Betwohnern 
de3 Landes zehn Rirchenmitglieder, heute find e3 gehn aus je 25.“ 

iiber die Erfolge der Vereinig<ungsbeftrebungen ſchreibt das Blatt: 
„Als Frucht der Cinigungsbewegung find zwei neue Kirchenbildungen im 
€Entftehen. Die 1929 in Ausficht genommene Verſchmelzung der Kon— 
gtegationalijten mit den Cbhriftianern ſoll auf einer gemeinfamen Kon— 
fereng, die Ende nadften Monats in Geattle, Wafh., tagen wird, durd 
Annahme einer Verfaffung gum Abſchluß gebracht werden. Lebten Auguſt 
haben fich die Wigemeine Synode von Ohio und andern Staaten, die Synode 
von Sowa und andern Staaten und die Buffalofynode auf einer gemein- 
famen Sonfereng in Toledo, ©., unter dem Namen Amerifanijde Luthe- 
rifdje Kirche vereinigt. Cine Reihe lutheriſcher Synoden ijt einander 
naber getreten, indem fie gur Beratung der gemeinfamen Wufgaben eine 
Föderation gebildet hat, die den Namen Amerifanijde Lutherijde Kon- 
fereng tragt. Gie febt fich aus der Allgemeinen Synode von Obio, der 
Jowaſynode, der Buffalofynode, der Norwegiſch-Lutheriſchen Rirde in 
AWmerifa, der Cb.-Luth. AWuguftanafynode von Nordamerifa und der nor- 
wegiſchen freien Rirde zuſammen.“ 

Man mag ja iiber Kirchenftatijti€ urteilen, wie man will. Cin’ aber 
bringt jie un3 immer wieder gum Bewußtſein, namlid die hohe AWufgabe, 
Die die befenntni8treue lutheriſche Rirde Hiergulande Hat. Unſer bedeu- 
tendſtes Miſſionsfeld bleibt noch immer unfer eigene3 Land. J. T. M. 

The “Christian Cynosure” on Freemasonry and Education. — 
In the News Service of the Board of Christian Education of our Synod 
some remarks of the Christian Cynosure on the influence Freemasonry is 
exerting, or endeavoring to exert, on our country’s system of education 
are reprinted. The views expressed show such clear discernment that we 
cannot refrain from submitting one of the paragraphs in question to our 
readers. 

“The general tendency of Masonry in this respect [that is, with refer- 
ence to education] is well known. It is Masonry that has fought for the 
exclusion of all private elementary schools in many States of the Union. 
Why? Because of the Catholic parochial school, it is said. But in reality 
the measure is directed against all private schools, whether of Rome, dom- 
inated by a foreign potentate, or whether of some Protestant denomination 
with no foreign influence. If a department of our Government is organized 
to take over all educational matters, a Department of Education, with 
a secretary sitting in the President’s Cabinet, it will be largely because 
of Masonic influence. If that comes to pass, what will happen to private 
schools? What will happen to the rights of parents? We certainly agree 
that the state has the right to demand education in secular matters for 
the sake of national welfare. But when this is made a means of denying 
to children the God-given right of being taught religion; when it is made 
the means of denying to parents their rights as parents in the control of 
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their children and their education; when it is made the means of instilling 
teachings that, while not religious, are at least irreligious and anti-Biblical, 
then it is time for those who have the welfare of the nation at heart to 
call a halt; for this is just as dangerous as the opposite extreme — control 
of education by Rome.” A. 

Materialism in Ugly Nakedness. — The following paragraph from 
the Commonweal of April 29 will interest our readers: — 

“A scientist fed some female rats a manganese-free diet and observed 
that they thereupon ‘showed no maternal solicitude for their young.’ In 
summing up these facts before a meeting of his colleagues in Baltimore, 
he was unable to resist adding: ‘For the present it gives a bare clew that 
some of our most highly valued social instincts may depend on such trifles 
as the presence of infinitesimal amounts of certain substances in our food.’ 
Whereat head-line writers regaled the nation with large-type variations of 
the proposition that ‘manganese causes mother love.’ Whether this is 
actually going beyond what is implied by the word ‘depend’ in the above 
quotation, we leave our readers to judge. What we wish (with all possible 
mildness) to do is to utter a few reminders, just to keep the record straight. 
We are certainly not equipped to compete with any scientist in his own 
field; in the case in question we know nothing of manganese and precious 
little of rats. But we do know as much as normal beings generally about 
human personality; and when (somewhat surprisingly) the discussion 
leaps from the behavior of rats under highly specialized conditions to 
‘our social instincts’ and thence to ‘mother love,’ it has entered the field 
of human personality.” A. 

New Law Concerning the Sacredness of Private Confession En- 
acted. — The Lutheran Companion of May 9 reports as follows: “It is 
gratifying to learn that the bill giving all Christian clergymen alike the 
same privilege in regard to confidential communications revealed to them 
in private confession has been passed by both houses of the State Legis- 
lature of Minnesota and has been signed by Governor Olsen. Whatever 
may have been the defects of the present law, after this the Christian 
minister, whether he be a Protestant or a Roman Catholic, may receive 
confidential confessions in the State of Minnesota without fear of being 
asked to reveal them before the courts.” At this writing we have no 
information on the outcome of the appeal taken by Rev. Swenson, who had 
been adjudged guilty of contempt of court for his refusal to divulge what 
had been communicated to him by way of private confession. A. 

The Protestant Clergy and the Question of War. — In the Chris- 
tian Century an editorial is given to a report of Mr. Kirby Page, who sent 
a questionnaire to 53,000 ministers, which number is said to represent 
one half of the Protestant clergy of the country, and inquired how many 
of them would never support or sanction another war. Mr. Page “an- 
nounces that there are 10,427 ministers who absolutely reject war and 
would refuse personally to take part in any future war as combatants... . 
The entire clergy of eleven denominations received the questionnaire. Out 
of a total of 19,372 ministers who replied, 10,427 answered ‘Yes’ to the 
question, ‘Are you personally prepared to state that it is your present 
purpose not to sanction any future war or participate in it as an armed 
combatant?’ and 12,076 declared their conviction that ‘the Church should 
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now go on record as refusing to sanction or support any future war.’ 
Of the total number of ministers replying, 17,700, or 91 per cent., expressed 
a willingness to have their names and replies made public.” It is in this 
way that Reformed ministers think they can usher in the kingdom of God. 
That the kingdom of Christ is not of this world, that it does not come 
with observation, that it consists not in meat and drink, but in righteous- 
ness and peace and joy in the Holy Ghost, are matters which these propa- 
gandists either have never become thoroughly acquainted with or which 
they ignore. A. 
Proposals Looking to Church Unity.— The Episcopalians hope to 
unite the churches by means of the episcopate. Article IV of the Lambeth 
Articles, which were formulated for the unity of Christendom, is being 
stressed particularly to-day. It reads: “The historic episcopate, locally 
adapted in the methods of its administration to the varying needs of the 
nations and peoples called of God into the unity of His Church.” They 
insisted on it in their negotiations with the churches that are to form the 
South India Union. “It is proposed that the Indian Church of the future 
shall accept the episcopate without expressing or implying any theory 
concerning episcopacy.” And the Lambeth Conference of 1930 endorsed 
this insistence on the episcopate. “The conference has heard with the 
deepest interest of the proposals for church union in South India now under 
consideration between the Church of India, Burma, and Ceylon, the South 
India United Church, and the Wesleyan Church of South India and ex- 
presses its high appreciation of the spirit in which the representatives of 
these churches have pursued the long and careful negotiations.” They 
refuse to yield on the point of the episcopally ordained ministry. Neces- 
sarily so. For, as the Lambeth Conference again put it, this “ministry 
is the gift of God through Christ and is essential to the being and well- 
being of His Church.” And Prof. W. H. Dunphy has lately explained the 
matter thus: “The doctrine of Apostolic Succession, i. ¢., the principle that 
none might validly ordain to the priesthood except an apostle or one who 
has received by ordination from the apostles the plenitude of apostolic 
power (including the power to ordain) and that only those ordained by 
them can celebrate a valid Eucharist, absolve, etc., is certainly the doctrine 
of the Anglican Church no less than of the Roman and Eastern churches.” 
Now, the Episcopalian proposals will never bring about the union. The 
Methodists, for whom Rev. W. G. McFarland speaks, will not accept them. 
They consider their episcopate as good as that of the Episcopalians. In 
a letter published in the Living Church of February 14 Rev. McFarland, 
referring to Professor Dunphy’s article, says: “We Americans, not being 
longer subject to the London bishop’s legal jurisdiction, would not be dis- 
senters. So, having long since renounced faith in the myth of Apostolic 
Succession, he [Mr. Wesley] being himself at the climax of an apostolic 
ministry of divine mission like unto St. Paul’s (see Gal. 1,1 ff.), the Most 
Reverend Father in God of Methodism laid his venerable and apostolic 
hands upon the first Methodist bishop. The children of this episcopacy 
have received floods of what we believe is not uncovenanted grace.” Nor 
will the Presbyterians and Baptists agree. “My Presbyterian kinsmen and 
Baptist neighbors would most certainly insist upon laying reciprocal hands 
upon Bishop Cheshire, his colleagues, and coadjutor.” And the Baptists 
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would offer an additional counter-proposal: “Would you Anglo-Catholics 
for the unity of Christ’s Church let the great Baptist Church immerse 
you?” As for the Lutherans, they reject at once the doctrine of the neces- 
sity of episcopal ordination and of Apostolic Succession as a man-made 
article. 

The Baptists make their counter-proposal in all seriousness. They 
insist upon the necessity of immersion as strenuously as the Episcopalians 
insist upon Apostolic Succession. They do not bother much about creeds. 
“There is nothing binding in them,” they say. Yet they stand out for this 
one article— immersion. They do not make much of Baptism. “It has 
been said that Baptists make too much of Baptism; but in fact no religious 
body, except the Quakers, makes so little of it as they. They have very 
low ideas as to the necessity of Baptism.” (Dr. R. S. MacArthur, in 
Why I Am, ete., p.7.) But they insist on immersion as the condition of 
any church union. “The baptism of a believer, in the manner appointed 
by the Lord of the Church is at once a confession of fealty to Christ, an 
act of obedience to Him, and a symbolical proclamation of the central, 
essential, fundamental truths of Christianity, the death, burial, and resur- 
rection of the Savior of the world. Is it too much for Baptists to claim 
and require, as a condition precedent to membership, that all believers be 
immersed on confession of their faith?” (Watchm.-Ezx., Sept. 4, 1930.) — 
The Disciples of Christ make nothing at all of creeds, but they will insist 
on immersion as the conditio sine qua non of church union. “Under the 
limitations of the times they were not able to make an adjustment between 
their longings for unity and their conception of the literal authority of 
the Bible, which seemed to make certain features of church organization 
and especially a certain mode of baptism mandatory.” (The Christian 
Century, Jan. 28, 1931.) Lutherans will not entertain the proposal. The 
doctrine of the necessity of immersion is a man-made article. 

Dr. Fred B. Smith, moderator of the National Council of the Congre- 
gational Churches, proposed this platform in 1929: “I am among those 
who believe the world is on its way to a common prayer, a common altar, 
a common fellowship. ... What is the acid test of true, genuine religion? 
Certainly it is not some cold, metallic formula of salvation which may 
have been developed by some priest, rabbi, or minister. The acid test of 
religion is what is accomplished in the realm of morals.” 

The Lutherans, on their part, offer to unite with all churches chiefly on 
the basis of the article that the sinner is justified by faith alone, by faith in 
the forgiveness of sins gained by the vicarious work of the God-man Jesus 
Christ and offered freely in the means of grace. That has been our 
ultimatum for four hundred years. “Of this article nothing can be yielded 
or surrendered, even though heaven and earth, and whatever will not 
abide, should sink to ruin. For there is none other name under heaven 
given among men whereby we must be saved, says Peter, Acts 4, 12.” 
(Trigl., 463.) That proposal ought to appeal to all churches. There is 
nothing man-made about this article. It did not originate by any man’s 
whim. It is God’s truth. “Lutheranism was a revival of Paulinism,” 
Lyman Abbot assures you. And best of all, through the acceptance of 
this article unity is brought about, assured, and preserved. “This article 
concerning justification by faith (as the Apology says) is the chief article 
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in the entire Christian doctrine, without which no poor conscience can 
have any firm consolation or can truly know the riches of the grace of 
God, as Dr. Luther also has written: ‘If this only article remains pure on 
the battle-field, the Christian Church also remains pure and in godly 
harmony and without any sects; but if it does not remain pure, it is not 
possible that any error or fanatical spirit can be resisted.’” (Trigl., 917.) 
We hear voices seconding the proposal to make this article the basis 
of further discussion. Gieseler, the Reformed church historian, says: 
“If it be a question which of the Protestant creeds is best adapted to 
become a basis of union for all evangelical churches, I would pronounce 
unhesitatingly for the Confessio Augustana.” And Professor Rockwell of 
Union Seminary says: “Why cannot Protestantism agree on its oldest 
creed, the Augsburg Confession?... Here [in Article VII] is a great and, 
in the best sense of the word, radical statement: Church unity may be 
had without any so-called apostolic succession of bishops and without any 
historic episcopate.” E. 
Magic on the Ivory Coast. — Witchcraft, as we know from the 
Bible, deals with supernatural forces, with the powers of darkness, and its 
investigation therefore lies beyond the scope of science. For science deals 
only with the results of natural forces. We do not look to science to give 
us the right view of witchcraft. The Bible does that. But we do look to 
science to confess that it meets with phenomena which it is unable to 
explain. William B. Seabrook, a sober investigator, makes this confession, 
and for that reason we here submit the extracts from his article in the 
Ladies’ Home Journal which appeared in the Reader’s Digest of March, 
1931. The results of Mr. Seabrook’s investigation of the Voodoo religion 
in Haiti were given in the THEOL. Montuiy, IX, 371. The incidents here 
related took place on the Ivory Coast, West Africa, at the village of Doa, 
where the writer was the guest of the chief. This is Mr. Seabrook’s story: 
“The most difficult and unsatisfactory experience of my whole African 
adventure —I dislike even to approach it— involved the strange business 
of the children who were pierced by swords. Two baby girls and the 
jugglers had been summoned and had been shut up all day secretly in the 
witch-doctor’s inclosure. Night came, and we gathered in the torch-lighted 
public compound. The big village crowd —the natives themselves — was 
nervous, quiet, and almost as if terrorized. The two children, impassive as 
if drugged, but able to stand and move about, open-eyed like somnambulists, 
were brought out by the jugglers. And then whatever it was that hap- 
pened, happened. All the bad fiction-traditional stage props were there — 
night, torchlight, superstition, crowds hysterical, and mumbo-jumbo raised 
to its nth power. Anything like laboratory control was nonsense. Yet 
the ordinary hypotheses of trickery — yes, I know them all: group hypno- 
tism, substitution of simulacra, puppets introduced by sleight of hand, and 
so on— were simply no good in the face of the close visual and tactile 
evidence. For there were the two living children, close to me. I touched 
them with my hands. And there, equally close, were the two men with 
their swords. The swords were iron, three-dimensional, metal, cold and 
hard. And this is what I now saw with my eyes, but you will understand 
why I am reluctant to tell of it and that I do not know what seeing means: 
“Each man, holding his sword stiffly upward with his left hand, tossed 
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a child high in the air with his right, then caught it full upon the point, 
impaling it like a butterfly on a pin. No blood flowed, but the two children 
were there, held aloft, pierced through and through, impaled upon the 
swords. The crowd screamed now, falling to its knees. Many veiled their 
eyes with their hands, and others fell prostrate. Through the crowd the 
jugglers marched, each bearing a child aloft, impaled upon his sword, and 
disappeared into the witch-doctor’s inclosure. 

“My first mental reaction, purely automatic, was that I had seen 
jugglery turn suddenly to ritual murder. But whatever had happened, 
it was not that. I was assured that in an hour or more, ‘if things didn’t 
go wrong,’ we would see and touch the children, alive and well. 

“T had no doubt that the children would reappear alive, but my mind 
had reached its old balking-point. I would reject the evidence of my senses 
rather than accept literally a physical miracle, and I believe I shall do so 
until I die. And thus it was— please understand I mean no silly blas- 
phemy, but am trying to make clear something very difficult — that, when 
these two children were brought out presently and I touched them and 
they were still warm flesh, it convinced me of nothing whatsoever, except 
that there may perhaps be elements in this unholy jungle sorcery, just as 
there were unknown elements perhaps in the recorded holier miracles of 
other days, which transcend what science knows of natural law, but not 
our possibility of ultimate knowledge.” 

The italics in the last sentence are ours. This statement of the noted 
explorer deserves to be emphasized. He might have eliminated the 
“perhaps,” though. And the hope expressed in the last clause is doomed 
to disappointment. E. 

Our Kind of Fundamentalism. — Under this heading the Watchman- 
Examiner (January 22) defends its unionistic stand in the present con- 
troversy between Modernists and Fundamentalists. It writes: “Since the 
beginning of the movement in our denomination to recall to the faith the 
ministers, churches, missionary societies, and educational institutions that 
have gone astray, those standing for the faith have been divided into two 
groups. Some have felt that they should separate themselves from denom- 
inational activities and thus fight for the faith from the outside. Others 
have felt that they should remain with the organized work and, while 
loyally supporting it, raise their voices in protest against the evils that 
have crept in. The Watchman-Hxaminer, without hesitation, took the 
position of the second group. We may be pardoned for saying that through 
the years we have influenced many to follow our example. Instead of 
standing off from our organized work, we have asserted the right to 
criticize it because we have loyally supported it. The criticisms of non- 
supporters are neither listened to nor heeded.... Dr. W. B. Riley, in a 
recent issue of the Christian Fundamentalist, declares the ‘come-outers’ 
have accomplished little by their exclusiveness and that their arguments 
for the ‘come-out’ policy are illogical. He illustrates his point by reference 
to Abraham Lincoln. Lincoln was opposed to slavery and declared that 
the country could not exist half slave and half free. He stayed with 
his country, however, and fought the evil that was corrupting it and won 
the victory.” 

Sometimes Lutherans wonder how Fundamentalists can remain with 
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church-bodies which are so completely under the control of Modernists. 
The explanation is here given, and it shows the great cleavage between 
confessional Lutheranism and vacillating, half-hearted, unionistic sectarian 
Fundamentalism. Lutheranism takes the commands of God’s Word (2 Cor. 
6, 14—18; Rom. 16, 17, ete.) seriously, while Fundamentalism acts on 
policies of expediency and human reason. That Fundamentalism has not 
accomplished a great deal the writer readily admits. He says: “Some are 
saying that Fundamentalists have accomplished that which they started 
out to do. Can any one believe that who looks into our pulpits and the 
chairs of our educational institutions?” On the other hand, he is not 
willing to admit that Fundamentalism “is playing out.” He declares: 
“Others say that the movement is playing out. If it is, may God have 
mercy on us! When Fundamentalism, or that for which it stands, plays. 
out, the devil will hold high carnival through the Church on earth. No, 
Fundamentalism is not playing out.” We do not doubt the sincerity of 
the writer; at the same time he ought to know that in every controversial 
crisis there is a time when the testimony by word must be followed by 
the testimony by deed. J.T. M. 


The Attitude of the “Lutheran” on the Question of Open 
or Close Communion Criticized.— Our readers will probably recall 
that in our last issue we reported on a lengthy editorial which appeared 
in the Lutheran, the official organ of the U.L.C., in which the view was 
expressed that ceteris paribus membership in an erring Church should 
not bar a person from being admitted to the Lord’s Table in a Lutheran 
congregation. In the issue of February 26 the Lutheran publishes a letter 
by Dr. John C. Mattes of Scranton, Pa., a member of the U.L.C., who 
takes issue with the editor on the latter’s position indicated above. The 
letter of Dr. Mattes is of such importance that we feel it should be re- 
printed in these columns. 


“To THE EDITOR OF THE ‘LUTHERAN’: — 

“Much as we sympathize with certain aspects of the recent editorial 
on ‘The Lord’s Supper and Denominational Fellowship,’ there are certain 
statements there made that we cannot allow to pass unchallenged. 

“While the primary purpose of the Holy Sacrament is indeed to con- 
vey to the individual the great pledge of forgiveness that is imparted 
there to him by the true body and blood of Jesus Christ, it is also an act 
of confession on the part of the communicant and has always been so 
recognized. The person who communes with any body of believers de facto 
approves the doctrine of those administering the Sacrament by his act 
of participation. It shows his agreement with what is professedly done; 
and if it does not, it shows either his ignorance or his insincerity. A Lu- 
theran who communes with those who deny the Real Presence is denying 
his own faith before men. The one who is permitted to commune at 
a Lutheran altar, while actually denying the Real Presence as far as his 
own convictions go, is put into a dishonest and false position before men. 
This is the real objection to such ‘interdenominational communions’ as 
far as Lutherans are concerned. The Communion cannot indeed produce 
a unity, but it can give an untruthful appearance of unity where such 
unity of faith does not exist. 
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“What is more serious is the assertion that an ecclesiastical body 
has no right to make rules governing the practise of its congregations 
in matters involving articles of faith. It certainly has a perfect right 
to indicate the logical and inescapable consequences of what it confesses, 
just as much right as it has to have a confession of faith in the first 
place. A congregationalism that exalts the congregation over the entire 
Church, that places the fraction above the unit, is neither Scriptural 
nor derived from the Lutheran Confessions. In the very first place, the 
stewards who are responsible for the right administration of the Sacra- 
ment are not the congregations, but the ministers of Word and Sacra- 
ment. It was of them, and not of the congregations over which the Holy 
Ghost had made them overseers, that St. Paul said: ‘Let a man so ac- 
count of us as of the ministers of Christ and stewards of the mysteries 
of God.’ Was it actually the intention of this editorial to state that 
the Church as a whole, in her organized capacity, has no right to make 
rules for the defense of the truth in matters of practise? Does she not 
regularly pass regulations even in very non-essential matters? Shall 
she, then, be denied the right to protect the truth? If that right is not 
granted to the Church as a whole, but is the sole prerogative of an atom- 
istic congregationalism, then the apostles erred grievously in the first 
Council of Jerusalem when they laid down certain rules for the guidance 
of the Gentile congregations and even prefaced them with the statement: 
‘It seemed good to the Holy Ghost and to us.’ 

“When a general body lays down certain principles that are derived 
as consequences from the truth it confesses, it not only does not violate 
‘a major Lutheran principle,’ but it does exactly what is demanded by the 
major principles of our faith. 

“It was because of its principles and not for the sake of ‘ecclesiastical 
seizure of power’ that the General Council stated the so-called Galesburg 
Rule, which is only an expression of what has always been the practise 
of an overwhelming majority of Lutherans of all lands for four centuries. 
To call this statement ‘an illustration of ecclesiastical seizure of power’ 
is as unwarranted and unfair as it is untrue to the facts. To justify that 
assertion, we would submit the rule itself and a portion of Dr. Krauth’s 
explanation. 

“The Galesburg Rule made the following statements: ‘I. The rule, 
which accords with the Word of God and with the Confessions of our 
Church, is: Lutheran pulpits are for Lutheran ministers only. Lutheran 
altars are for Lutheran communicants only. II. The ewceptions to the 
rule belong to the sphere of privilege, not of right. III. The determina- 
tion of the exceptions is to be made in consonance with these principles, 
by the conscientious judgment of pastors, as the cases arise.’ 

“At the request of the General Council Dr.Krauth prepared 105 theses, 
in which there was a fundamental discussion of the principles involved. 
Two brief quotations from these theses should be sufficient for the present: 
‘In saying that the rule “accords with the Word of God and with the Con- 
fessions of the Church” . . . the Council meant that the rule is derived from 
the Word and the Confessions. It is an affirmation which is the result 
of their teachings and is necessitated by them and reaches the accord of 
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a common testimony. The Word of God determines this rule, and the Con- 
fessions accept it and set it forth. It is a valid inference from the spirit 
and letter of both.’ (Thesis 2.) 

“It is a principle of the New Testament universally recognized in 
the Church that the reception of the Lord’s Supper in a particular con- 
gregation or particular communion has as one of its objects the confes- 
sion of the pure faith as against the false or mingled, the complete as 
against the imperfect, the sound doctrine as against the corrupt or dubious, 
the true Church as against the spurious or doubtful. It is the most 
solemn mode of marking church conjunction and of witnessing for a par- 
ticular communion as over against all communions in any way arrayed 
against it or officially separate from its fellowship. It is “that we may 
testify that we approve the doctrine which sounds forth in that Church 
in which, together with others, we eat the same Eucharistic bread and 
drink from one cup.” “The Lord’s Supper not only separates believers, 
or the Christian people, from unbelievers, but also distinguishes between 
Christians themselves who have wandered from the purity of the faith 
and those of a purer Church sincerely professing and defending the sound 
faith.” (Melanchthon, Repetitio August. Conf., Loci; Gerhard, Loci, X, 
371; Carpzov, Isagoge in Libr. Symb., p.405.)’ (Thesis 58.) 

“Joun C. Marres.” 


We are glad that this rejoinder appeared, showing that the U.L.C. 
has not, bag and baggage, gone over into the camp of those who advocate 
“open Communion.” Let us hope that this testimony will bear good 


fruits. In what Dr. Mattes says about ecclesiastical authority there are 
several statements which ought to be modified. His remarks create the 
impression that larger church-bodies are of divine institution and can 
pass legislation which must be obeyed by all the pastors, teachers, and 
congregations of the respective body. We hold that the only unit which 
we can trace back to divine institution is the congregation. With re- 
spect to the responsibility for the right administration of the Sacrament 
we are convinced that the local congregation, which has called the pastor 
and which possesses the keys of the kingdom of heaven, has as large 
a share in it as the ministers. Again, when synods pass regulations, 
these must not be looked upon as being binding per se. Such a position 
would not have any sanction in the Scriptures. Whatsoever authority 
attaches to them comes from the consent of the congregations when they 
approve of what their representatives have resolved on. But with the 
position which Dr. Mattes chiefly has in mind, namely, that a church-body 
has the authority to state the principles which it holds to be implied in 
the truth which it confesses, we are in full agreement. 

The Lutheran, in the same issue, has a few words to say on the re- 
joinder of Dr. Mattes. We regret that it does not withdraw from the 
position which is under attack, but declares concerning the Galesburg 
Rule: “While we have great respect for the views set forth in the letter 
of Dr. Mattes and realize the dangers resulting from overvaluing the con- 
gregational prerogatives, we cannot escape observing the baneful effects 
on Lutheranism for which the legislation in question gave occasion. A fal- 
lacy in a rule has become evident in its effects despite high regard for 
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its purpose and for the ability of its drafters.” These are obscure state- 
ments. What does the Lutheran mean? What are the effects which it 
complains of? The questions involved are too important and far-reaching 
to be dismissed in such a manner. A. 


An Extension of the Doctrine of Intention.— The doctrine of 
intention, as held by the Catholics, Roman- and Anglo-Catholics, is bad 
enough in its simple form. “It is a dogma at once abhorrent in the de- 
pendence in which it places souls upon human caprice and perilous to the 
Romish fabric, inasmuch as it puts in question the validity of holy orders. 
Some of the fathers at Trent were not wholly blind to the former phase. 
One of the bishops argued against the necessity of inward intention and 
pointed his argument by supposing a case where a priest, who, being an 
infidel and a formal hypocrite, might despoil a whole congregation of the 
Sacraments and cause the perdition of children from lack of valid baptism. 
‘The divines,’ says Sarpi, ‘did not approve this doctrine, yet were troubled 
and knew not how to resolve the reason. But they still maintained that 
the true intention of the minister was necessary, either actual or virtual, 
and that without it the Sacrament was not of force, notwithstanding any 
external demonstration.’” (History of Chr. Doct., H. C. Sheldon, IT, 193.) 
If the lack of the internal intention on the part of the ordaining bishop 
renders the ordination invalid (and if the bishop is not a true priest 
because his ordination was invalid for the same reason), the priest can 
never know for certain whether he is a true priest. But the matter 
becomes still more involved and the doubts of the poor priest grow apace 
when the doctrine of intention is applied to books and rules and rubrics. 
Some will doubt that they are priests, and others will find it necessary, 
in the interest of their priesthood, to contend for the presence of the 
intention in the ordinal in question. As witness the following. In his 
book Why Rome? Dr. Delaney gave his reasons for going over to Rome, and 
Rev. Harrison Rockwell answers in the Living Church (Oct. 18, 1930) as 
follows: “His chief contention is that the Anglican Church lost the apos- 
tolic succession in the first century after the break with the See of Rome 
because of lack of intention in the new ordinal. This charge is based on 
the wording of the consecration of a bishop, where it was not explicitly 
stated at that precise place in the service that one was being set apart 
‘for the office and work of a bishop,’ as the ordinal of 1661 and all later 
ones have it. Dr. Delaney has written that he believes the first Edwardine 
ordinal lost us the apostolic ministry and that therefore he has never been 
a priest.” The possibility of the lack of intention on the part of the 
ordinal weighs so heavily upon Rev. Rockwell that he is at pains to 
establish the presence of the intention. He quotes Dr. Francis J. Hall: 
“In the Edwardine ordinal, which continued in use for a century, the 
intended grade of order was not explicity designated in this formula; but 
it was sufficiently indicated in the rite at large, and such an omission was 
in accord with ancient Catholic precedent. ... Moreover, the preservation 
of an unbroken succession in the Anglican episcopate from the apostles 
through recognized Catholic channels was provided for with painstaking 
care by the provision carried out in the consecration of Archbishop Parker; 
and this line of succession has been reenforced by subsequent events.” 


35 E. 
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“The State Must Yield.” — The Sunday-school Times (Jan. 17) 
writes: “The well-known Roman Catholic publicist Hilaire Belloc bluntly 
told us in the Atlantic Monthly some months ago that the Roman Church 
and the modern state are fundamentally antagonistic and that, when the 
conflict comes, the state must yield. There are implications of all sorts 
of trouble in this assertion, and it is breaking out. In Venezuela the 
Archbishop of Valencia published a pastoral against civil marriage. The 
president of the country ordered his expulsion. The archbishop asked for 
a suspension of the decree. It was answered that he must first declare 
that he ‘would respect, and abide by, the supremacy and integrity of our 
laws.’ Other bishops associated themselves with their archbishop in a 
published statement. The Minister of Public Instruction in reply stated 
that the bishops had taken an attitude to which the government could 
not submit without surrendering the independence and sovereignty of the 
nation. So once more Church and State locked horns in South America. 
In Malta a world-power, the Papacy, has challenged another world-power, 
the British Empire. Maltese voters have been ordered not to vote for 
a candidate unsatisfactory to the Roman Church, although he is actually 
a Roman Catholic. The British government has answered by suspending 
elections and the constitution of Malta. It is a reaffirmation of the proud 
words of the Thirty-seventh Article: ‘The Bishop of Rome hath no juris- 
diction in this realm of England.’ The Rev. J. A. Kaye of Tollington Park, 
London, was for nineteen months a war-time chaplain in Malta. He de- 
scribes the people of Malta as the most poverty-stricken he has ever seen. 
Yet there is a priest on the island for every eight inhabitants, and the 
churches are stored with wealth.” 

All this is worth noting by the citizens of our country, where Roman- 
ism is at present dangerously aggressive. Writers like Hilaire Belloc and 
Gilbert Chesterton are no oily diplomatists as are the wily clergy of the 
Catholic Church; they may tell us bluntly what Rome purposes to do, 
but they tell us truthfully; and the actions of the Papacy back up 
their words. J.T. M. 


The United Lutheran Church and the Suomi Synod.—JIn the 
Lutheran a contributor, M. L. Canup, writes: “Just now there is a lovely 
courtship going on between the United Lutheran Church in America and 
the Finnish Evangelical Lutheran Church in America (the Suomi Synod), 
with the possibility of an early marriage. The United Lutheran Church 
in Michigan is greatly interested in this announced engagement and pro- 
posed wedding. The map of the United Lutheran Church in Michigan will 
be greatly changed with the consummation of this merger. The head- 
quarters of the Suomi Synod is at Hancock, Mich. Here are also located 
Suomi College and the theological seminary. This young synod has 184 
congregations, scattered over eighteen States and the two provinces of 
Canada, a membership of 35,000, shepherded by more than sixty pastors. 
The Finns are a thrifty people. They know the history and doctrine of 
their Church. The United Lutheran Church would be benefited by such 
a merger, and we trust the Suomi Synod would also. Detroiters and 
Michiganders are especially interested in the courtship of these two bodies.” 

J.T. M. 
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Mormonism Still Very Strong. — The News Bulletin of the National 
Lutheran Council contains an article on the Mormons (The Church of 
Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints) in Utah in which much interesting 
information concerning this dangerous sect is presented. We are told that 
the Mormons, who in 1830 started out with six members, now number 
600,000 adherents. The sect is represented in all the States of the Union, 
in Canada, in South America, in the majority of the European countries, 
and on islands of the sea. “Mormon accessions average now about 21,000 
per annum, of which 14,000 represent an indigenous growth through the 
reception in baptism of children from Mormon families. About 450,000 
of their members live in the ‘intermountain’ country, especially in Utah 
and Southern Idaho.” In this same territory Protestant churches report 
185 congregations and mission-stations (a very limited number self-sup- 
porting), with a total membership of 25,000, or, in other words, a ratio of 
20 to 1. “In Salt Lake City, with a population of 135,000, the Mormons 
claim a membership of 45,000, which is distributed in about 55 ecclesiastical 
wards, each provided with a chapel and corps of officers. On the other 
hand, though much is said about the fact that the Gentiles outnumber the 
Saints, the combined strength of Catholics and Protestants is less than 
10,000. Lutheranism is represented on the field by three synods, who carry 
on operations in three congregations in Utah, about seven congregations 
in Southern Idaho, and a few scattered preaching-stations. In all, the 
membership totals about 1,500 souls. Handicapped by limited resources 
and man-power, the results have certainly justified the efforts expended. 
On the question whether the Mormons believe in the atonement of Jesus, 
the article says that they make this claim; but “the viewpoint is not 
evangelical. Hopes for salvation are not based on Christ’s mediatorial 
sacrifice, but rather on the ordinance of Baptism, and the laying on of 
hands by the priesthood rather than redemption through the grace of God.” 
In practise, polygamy is a thing of the past, but in theory it is still 
cherished. The life in heaven is dreamt of by some of this sect as polyg- 
amous. “Vicarious work for the dead is carried on to the extent that 
leaders have declared that more is done in behalf of the dead than for the 
living. Living persons may be baptized by proxy for their dead ancestors 
and thus secure their release from prison in the spirit world.” 

One thing remarkable about Mormonism is that it is so well organized. 
“There is duty for everybody. At the head is the president, who with his 
two counselors is the highest authority and mouthpiece of God. In a 
descending scale there are the officers with well-defined duties, such as the 
‘twelve apostles,’ the ‘president of the 70’s,’ or ‘stake presidents,’ down to 
the ‘bishop’ in every ward, who has under him officers and ‘block teachers,’ 
sufficient to make weekly contact with all the members. Because of its 
vast property holdings and accredited divine authority the Mormon Church 
wields a tremendous political as well as financial power. The annual tithe 
receipts, which total at least four and a half millions, are administered 
by the leaders as a church extension fund. ... Whatever one may say 
about the teachings of the Mormons, there can be no question about their 
missionary zeal. Their method of calling young men to serve the Church 
at their own expense outside of the home territory for a period extending 
over at least two years is unparalleled. A force comprising about 1,200 
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in the States and about 900 outside the States is continually spending its 
efforts in the interest of the Mormon cause. These missions are said to 
represent an annual cost of two million dollars, and the property is also 
valued at two million dollars.” 

The writer of the article has this important practical suggestion: 
“A better understanding of the Mormon question is essential. It has been 
proved that persecution and ridicule will promote the cause which is 
attacked. Evangelical truth must be disseminated by means of every avenue 
of publicity in Mormon territory, but always in a friendly relationship. 
The public everywhere should be posted on the Mormon teachings, but, 
of greater importance still, be grounded in Christian fundamentals.” It is 
well known that our Church is represented in the territory of the Mormons 
by a congregation located in Salt Lake City, Utah, of which the Rev. F. E. 
Schumann is pastor, and by missions at Provo and Spanish Forks, which 
are in charge of Missionary Skov. A. 

Repeal of Tennessee Evolution Law Sought. — The Memphis cor- 
respondent of the Christian Century reports: “There is now a bill pending 
before the Legislature of Tennessee to repeal the notorious ‘monkey law,’ 
which forbids the teaching of evolution in State-supported schools in Ten- 
nessee. The matter was brought up for discussion at the April meeting of 
the Protestant Pastors’ Association of Memphis. A paper on evolution 
was read by Rev. R. G. Lee, leader of the Baptist Fundamentalists in 
Memphis. Dr. Lee’s essay described all evolutionists as atheists and stated 
that one had to choose between heathen evolution and God’s Word, the 
Bible. Rev. O. A. Marrs of the Methodist church and Dean Noe of the 
Episcopal cathedral scored Dr. Lee’s paper as a caricature of scientific 
teachings and denied that atheism and evolution are identical. The asso- 
ciation, when called on to vote its protest against the repeal of the ‘monkey 
law,’ failed to go on record. Although the matter has been carried over 
till next meeting, it is the consensus of opinion that no concerted opposition 
will be organized against the repeal.” 

We cannot vouch for the correctness of any of the statements made. 
Rev. R. G. Lee is known to us as a very eloquent defender of the cardinal 
doctrines of the Bible pertaining to the atonement of our Savior and the 
inspiration of the Holy Scriptures. Christian parents, it seems to us, are 
certainly within their rights when they refuse to permit the instructors in 
schools supported by their taxes to teach their children a false religious 
philosophy. A. 

II. Ausland. 


D. Ph. Bachmann Heimgegangen. Die theologifde Fafultat in Er⸗ 
langen beflagt den Tod eines prominenten Gliedes, namlich D. Ph. Bach⸗ 
mann8, der fiirglid) in feinem ſiebenundſechzigſten Lebensjahr abgerufen 
wurde. Der Verftorbene war bedeutend als Creget und Syftematifer. Jn 
Zahns Kommentar bearbeitete er die KRorintherbriefe. Als Theolog ging er 
in den Bahnen HSofmanns und Franks einher und war alſo nicht Bekenntnis⸗ 
theolog im bollen Ginne de3 Worts. A. 

Das Datum der Kreuzigung unſers Heilandes. Im „Friedensboten“ 
findet ſich folgende dem „Apologeten“ entnommene Notig: „Prof. Dr. Os⸗ 
wald Gerhardt in Berlin will, wie er in der Beitfdrift Forſchungen und 
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Fortſchritte‘ mitteilt, genau herausgefunden haben, an welchem Datum die 
Kreugigung JEſu Chriſti nach unſerm Kalender geſchehen iſt. Er erklärt, 
die Berechnung ſei in ihrem Kern eine rein aſtronomiſche Aufgabe und ſpitze 
ſich gu der Frage gu: Welchem Datum unſers Kalenders entſpricht der Frei- 
tag, der 15. Nifan, weil JEſus am Freitag im Paſſah ftarb? Auf Grund 
der biblifden Angaben gelangte er gu der überzeugung, dak nur eins 
der fiinf Jahre 29 bis 33 in Betracht fommen könne. Cr gibt nach forg- 
faltigen Unterfucungen an, fiir ihn ftehe es unwiderleglich feft, dak die 
Kreugigung Freitag, den 7. April, im Jahre 30, ftattgefunden hat.” A. 

Regarding the “Miracles” at Lourdes. — The Commonweal feels 
it necessary to defend the authenticity of the so-called cures at Lourdes. 
The occasion of its remarks on this subject is furnished by an editorial in 
the April number of Hygeia, a journal published by the American Medical 
Association, in which the writer, Dr. Fishbein, places the “cures” at Lourdes 
in the same class with those of “charlatans who use the power of sugges- 
tion.” The Commonweal says: “Dr. Fishbein in this instance proves him- 
self to be anything but scientific; for he ignores the testimony given by 
scores of physicians of the highest repute to the effect that many of the 
cures at Lourdes cannot possibly be explained by suggestion. Dr. Alexis 
Carrel of the Rockefeller Institute, winner of the Nordhoff-Jung cancer 
prize for 1930, for example, is such a witness to the inexplicable character 
of some of the Lourdes cures. In a letter to Dom Francis Izard, recently 
quoted by the latter in the London Tablet, Dr. Carrel says: ‘Certain facts 
observed at Lourdes cannot be accounted for by any of the known laws of 
wound-healing and tissue regeneration. In the course of a miraculous 
eure the rate of tissue regeneration greatly exceeds that which has ever 
been observed in the healing of a wound under optimum conditions.’ Such 
a case, the instantaneous cure of tuberculosis disease of both kidneys, was 
observed at Lourdes in September, 1929, the person cured being Mlle. Mar- 
guerite Adam, a Belgian. After waiting a year, this case was declared 
inexplicable by the medical bureau at Lourdes. Dr. Carrel was present 
during the discussion and signed the dossier. 

“There are literally scores of such cases. Dr. Fishbein, as editor of 
a journal published by the American Medical Association, should be better 
acquainted with the facts concerning Lourdes before committing himself 
and, by inference, the American Medical Association to such an ill-informed 
statement as that contained in the editorial in Hygeia. Scientists, as the 
London Tablet remarks, are entitled to say that they expect somebody, 
some day, to explain the Lourdes cures somehow, without going outside 
of what we call the natural course of things. But they are not entitled 
to say that the Catholic explanation is untenable. Still less are they 
entitled to class them with the hocus-pocus of such ‘suggestionists’ as 
Alexander Dowie and Coué, as Dr. Fishbein does. Scientists should make 
a virtue of prudence, as religion does, especially those who write for 
the press.” 

The remarks of the Commonweal create the impression that the cures 
must be either natural or divine and that tertium non datur. A reference 
to 2 Thess. 2, 9 will show that there is a third possibility. A. 
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fiber Landesfirden und Seften. Vollzieht ſich in Deutfdland gegen- 
twartig ein Wechſel in der Anſchauung betreffs de3 Verhältniſſes gwijden 
Landestirde und Freifirde? In vielen Kreifen ijt dies ohne Biweifel der 
Fall. Dabei werden Yrrtum und Wahrheit gewaltig ineinandergemengt. 
Im „Chriſtlichen Apologeten” berichtet Biſchof Niilfen, einer der fiihrenden 
Methodijten in Europa, iiber Vortrage, die der Kirchenhijtorifer Prof. Dr. 
Kohler von der Univerfitat in Heidelberg gehalten Hat und worin diefer fid 
gerade über den angedeuteten Gegenjtand ausfpridt. Prof. Kohler fieht 
in den Geften ein Stück drijtlicjen Leben, „das nun einmal da ift, eine 
ungebeure Ungiehungsfraft beſitzt und nicht nur erflart, fondern vor allen 
Dingen verftanden fein will, Der Standpunft der ,alleinjeligmadenden 
Landesfirde‘ — man mag ifn ablehnen, foviel man twill, vorhanden ijt er 
dod) — muß verſchwinden; e3 muß aufhören, dag man den Seftierer oder 
Gemeinſchaftschriſten mit einem getwiffen Odium verfolgt und bon ihm abz 
rückt, felbjt dann, wenn man ihm innerlich gang nabe ftebht, nur weil man 
kirchlich‘ iſt. Die Fronten laufen heute nicht mehr: Landesfirde — Sefte, 
jondern: Chriftentum — Widerdrijtentum. ... Und das Urteil? Beh 
febe e3 Rim. 14,5, und nur da. Golange die Seften, und feien jie fiir 
unfereinen nod fo abſtrus, die religidfen Bedürfniſſe weiter Kreiſe befrie- 
Digen, folange fie [ihre Zuhörer] gu fittlich ernjten Menſchen ergiehen; fo- 
lange die HeilSarmee oder die Ernſten Vibelforfder oder wer es fei, einen 
Verelendeten gu retten vermögen, den die Landesfirde gu retten nicht fähig 
ijt; folange bon Mennoniten, Baptiſten, Quäkern oder wer e3 fei, .. . reli- 
giöſe Rrafte ausſtrömen: fo lange darf das Urteil nur auf den perfonliden 
Gewiffensentideid abgeftellt werden. Die Sekten haben ihr Recht auf Cri- 
fteng hinlänglich bewiefen”. 

Es ijt ja einerfeits erfreulid, dak Prof. Kohler einfieht, die Land- 
laufige Anſchauung iiber die LandeSfirdhe laſſe jich nicht halten. Anderer⸗ 
ſeits aber ijt es traurig, dak er bei feiner Beurteilung von Kirdengemein- 
fcaften nicht den Maßſtab de3 etwigen Wortes Gottes anlegt, fondern die 
Sade mit den Brillen der Vernunft anfieht und einer Gemeinfdaft An- 
erfennung angedeifen laſſen will, tenn fie religidfe Bedürfniſſe befriedigt, 
auf fittlidem Gebiet Erfolge aufguiveifen Hat, fogiale Hilfe pflegt uſw. 
Xn feinem Fall flieBt die Tolerang nicht aus gefunden Grundfaben. A. 

Nene Vereinigungsverfude in Curopa. Vertreter der firdhliden Preſſe 
Velgiums, Frankreichs, Grokbritannien3, Deutſchlands und der Niederlande 
haben eine Ronfereng gebildet, die unter anderm aud Mittel und Wege 
fucht, wie die chrijtliden Beitidriften die Vereinigungsverſuche der ver⸗ 
ſchiedenen Kirchen befordern fonnen. Prof. D. Hinderer in Berlin unter- 
breitete der Konferenz Vorjdlage: Man fei fich doch darin einig, daß man 
miteinander und nicht mehr gegeneinander arbeiten twolle (to work with 
each other and not on one another), 3.8. durd Propagandamaden fiir 
eingelne Rirden, Gruppen oder Meinungen; die Yntereffen der verfdjie- 
denen Lander würden immer enger inginander verflodten; geiftige und 
moralijde Bewegungen iiberfprangen Volfs- und LandeSgrengen; dadurd) 
fei brüderliches Zuſammenwirken, befonders von feiten der chriſtlichen Preſſe, 
gur notivendigen Pflidt geworden, wenn fich aud) nod getvifje Spannungen 
und kirchliche Scheidewwande fanden, die folde Vereinigung auf das Außere 
bej@rantten. Beſonders durch das Schaffen einer Atmofphare des gegen- 
feitigen Wobhliwollens und durch Austauſch forgfaltig ausgemahlter Nach— 
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ridten fonne gerade die kirchliche Preffje viel dagu beitragen. — Der Einfluß 
des gedructen und gelefenen Wortes auf die Hffentlide Meinung fann nidt 
leicht iiberjchabt werden. Cine gute kirchliche Zeitſchrift, die fich nicht ſcheut, 
die Wahrheit gu befennen und die Wahrheit gu fagen, ijt von unberedhen- 
barem Wert fiir die Kirche. Wenn aber alle3, was geſchrieben und gedructt 
wird, einem borgefakten Zweck dienen joll und demgemaR ausgewählt und 
gugeftubt wird, jo mird die Firdlide Preſſe nicht nur mertlos, fondern 
ſchädlich. So vage und verſchwommen die obenerwähnte Geſchichte ijt, fo 
fceint fie doch auf ein Komplott hinauszgulaufen, um die Chrijten, auf gut 
deutſch, angufiihren. Die Heilige Schrift nennt foldje, die „Friede, Friede!” 
ſchreien, fo doch fein Friede ift, falſche Propheten. YX. H. 

A Union Lutheran Seminary in India. — A Union Lutheran Semi- 
nary for theological training will be opened in July at Gurukul, Madras, 
South India. Synods and societies joining in the movement are the United 
Lutheran Church in America, the American Lutheran Church, the Danish 
Missionary Society, the Ev. Luth. Leipzig Mission, the Swedish Mission, 
and the Tamil Ev. Luth. Church in India. The last-named is an offshoot 
of the Leipzig Mission. It is planned to offer a course of three years. 
“Each cooperating body will furnish one professor, whether Indian or for- 
eign, and will be responsible for his salary and housing and will also 
send students for the graduate classes and, maybe, other classes.” — We 
sincerely regret that our Missouri Synod, which is also doing mission-work 
in India, cannot join in the new. venture; for the constituent groups tol- 
erate much doctrinal error in their ranks. Our Concordia Theological 
Seminary in India is located at Nagercoil, Travancore. 

FREDERICK BRAND. 

Schulverhältniſſe in Sowjetrupland. Der „Chriſtl. Apologete“ ſchreibt: 
„Mit dem befannten Dekret bom 12. Auguſt 1930 iſt aud in Sotwjet- 
rupland der allgemeine Schulzwang eingefiihrt worden. Bereits mit Be- 
ginn des Schuljahres 1980-31 follte mit dem Pflichtbeſuch der Volksſchule 
aller Kinder im Alter von acht, neun und gehn Jahren begonnen werden. 
Gleichgeitig follten auch Kinder zwiſchen elf und fiinfgehn Jahren, die die: 
Volksſchule nicht befucht haben, in befonderen — noch gu fdaffenden — 
Anjtalten im Laufe von ein bis zwei Yahren Unterricht erhalten. Ym 
Vergleich mit dem Programm, mit meldjem die Rommuniften in Rupland 
bei ihrer Machtergreifung auf dem Gebiet der Sehulbildung auftraten, ijt 
dies Defret ziemlich befdeiden. Aukerdem fteht die neue Verfiigung nur 
auf dem Papier. Selbſt der Sotvjetpreffe erfdeint die Verwirklichung 
diejer Maknahme fehr zweifelhaft. Mach der ,VStweftja’ müßten 58,900 
Klaſſen erdffnet, 50,800 neue Lehrer ausgebildet und ernannt und ca. 750 
Millionen Rubel ausgegeben twerden. Der offigielle Schulzwang fann aber 
als gefährliche Waffe dort angewandt werden, two man Kinder, die bon 
den Eltern bisher forgjam dem entfittlidenden Cinflug der Sowjetſchule 
ferngehalten tourden, unter diefen Einfluß bringen will. Gine gange Reihe 
bon Preknadridjten weiſt darauf hin, dak im gangen Schulweſen eine 
fiir weſteuropäiſche Verhaltniffe beifpiellofe DeSorganifation eingeriffen ift. 
Uberhaupt hat das Ergiehungsfyftem in der Sowjetunion ſchon jest gu 
einem Sinken des geiftigen Niveaus in allen Schulen Ruflands, von der 
Volksſchule angefangen, bis gur Univerfitat geführt.“ J. T. M. 
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Nene Funde im Irak. Nach einer Meldung im ,,Chriftl. Wpologeten” 
find bet den neueften Grabungen der Oxford- und Field-Muſeen an der 
Statte des alten Kiſch im Irak foftbare Yutwelen und twundervolle Gold- 
ſchmuckgegenſtände gefunden worden, die einft am Hofe Nebufadnegars ge- 
tragen wurden. Mach dem Bericht des Leiters der Grabungen, Profeffor 
Langdons, wird diefer Sdhabfund aus der babylonifchen Epoche befonderes 
Wuffehen erregen, da dadurd auch auf die bibliſche Geſchichte neues Licht 
fallt. Lief unter dem Tempel de3 Königs Nebufadnegar wurde eine neue 
Reihe fumerifder Königsgräber aufgededt, die man als 5,500 Jahre alt 
ſchätzt. Dabei wurden Tafelchen mit Keilinfdriften gefunden, die neue 
Aufſchlüſſe über die Geſchichte diefer Beit bringen. Man hat berechnet, 
Dak diefe Schriften alter find als die Sintflut. Die Grabungen ergaben 
aud) Funde von vorgiigliden Sfulpturen aus der Safjanidengeit um 250 
nad) Chrijto. — So meit der Bericht. Der Wert diefer Funde befteht vor 
allem darin, dak fie die „Geſchichte der erjten Menſchheit“, wie fie von 
den unglaubigen Vibelfritifern fonjtruiert worden ijt, in Stiide reißen und 
Die Wahrheit des altteftamentlichen Berichts direkt wie indireft beftatigen. 
Die bibelfeindliden Cvolutionstheorien erleben an Ddiefen archäologiſchen 
Funden ihr Waterloo. J. T. Me. 


Wiederaufnahme der anglikaniſch-freikirchlichen Beſprechungen. Wie 
das „Ev. Deutſchland“ mitteilt, hat die anglikaniſche Biſchofskonferenz, die 
im Sommer vorigen Jahres in London ſtattfand, in weiten freikirchlichen 
Kreiſen ſtark enttäuſcht, da fie nicht dagu beigetragen hat, die Einigungs⸗ 
beſtrebungen zwiſchen der engliſchen Staatskirche und den engliſchen Frei⸗ 
kirchen gu fördern. Mach der Mitteilung des Methodist Recorder hat nun 
der Ergbijdof bon Canterbury dem Bundesrat der evangelifden Freifirden 
Englands feinen Wunſch dahin gedufert, dak die Beſprechungen zwiſchen 
BVertretern der anglifanifden Kirche und der Freifirden wieder aufgenom- 
men würden. Gine Reihe folder Befpredungen fand bereits im Jahre 
1920 nad der Lambethfonfereng ftatt; doch wurden fie Mitte des vorigen 
Jahrgehnts wieder eingeftellt. Bisher fdeiterten die Cinigungsbeftre- 
bungen gumeift an den hohen Anforderungen der englijden Staatstirde, 
namentlich an der Forderung, die continua successio qnerfennen gu miiffen, 
Die beſonders die hochkirchliche Partei aufredterhalt, während die nieder- 
kirchliche Partei wie auch die breitfirchliche den Cinigungsbeftrebungen gu- 
geneigt ift. J. T. Me. 


Cin wichtiger Fund. Wie „D. C.D." mitteilt, ijt kürzlich ein wichtiger 
Fund gemacht worden. Der Bericht lautet: „Der Profeſſor der ſemitiſchen 
Sprachen und der ügyptologie an der Univerſität Toronto in Canada, 
Dr. Mercer, meldet als Ergebnis einer Forſchungsreiſe nach Abefjinien die 
Entdedung eine3 alten Vibelmanuffripts, das einen um zweihundert Yabre 
Glteren Text biete als alle bisher befannten überſetzungen der Heiligen 
Schrift. Die bisherige Priifung de3 Tertes habe ergeben, dak auf Grund 
dieſer Handfdrift an widtigen Stellen der urfpriingliche Text des Alten 
Teſtaments wiederhergeftellt und von Yrrtiimern der fpateren Ausgaben 
gereinigt werden könne. Der Gelehrte kündigt zunächſt die Veröffentlichung 
des Textes des Prediger Salomo an.” J. T. Me. 
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Das Neue Teftament. Üüberſetzt von D. Adolf Schlatter. Calwer Ver- 
einShudbandlung, Stuttgart. 1931. 574 Seiten 5X7, in Leinwand mit 
Goldtitel gebunden. Preis: $1.20. 


Auch in der deutſchen Sprache mehren ſich die neueren überſetzungen der Bibel, 
die das griedhifde Original durch genaue überſetzung in die heutige Sprache dem 
Sefer naiberbringen wollen, und das neuefte Werk ift die überſetzung von Schlatter, 
dem befannten Theologen, der auf dogmatifdem und befonder$ neuteftament- 
lichem Gebiet arbeitet. Gerabde wie die Üüberſetzungen von Weisfider, Menge, 
Wiefe und andern wird man auch diefes Werk mit Nuken gum Vergleiche heran- 
giehen, wenn man auch fonft aus guten Griinden bei dem unveränderten Luther— 
tert bleiben will, Schlatters überſetzung ift genau wörtlich, jedoch nicht ſtlaviſch, 
fo daß die Sprache darunter leiden twiirde. Das Buch enthalt weiter nichts als 
den Bibeltert, fogar ohne Kapitelüberſchriften, hat aber am Rande eine beſchränkte 
Anzahl von Parallelftellen und gibt, ebenfalls am Rand, mit eigenen Worten 
den Inhalt des betreffenden Wbfdnitts an. Cin paar Proben mögen das Gefagte 
illuftrieren. Die legten zwei Verſe der Apoftelgefdhidte find fo wiedergegeben: 
„Er blieb aber volle zwei Jahre in der eigenen Mietswohnung und nahm alle auf, 
die gu ihm famen, verfiindigte Gottes Herrfdaft und lehrete vom HErrn JEſus 
Chriftus in voller Offentlidteit, ungehindert.” Uber muß da nist usta adons 
aaponoiac in feiner erften und natiirlidften Bedeutung, ,Offenbeit, Freudigheit’, 
oder, wie Luther eigentlich gefdrieben hat, „Freidigkeit“ — Mut, wiedergegeben 
werden, da der Begriff »Offentlidfeit’ ſchon in ,ungebindert” liegt? Die Bnhalts- 
angaben der Abſchnitte find kurz, aber doch treffend, fo Rim. 1,8—17: , Paulus 
will Chriftus in Rom verkündigen“; Rap. 2,1—11: „Falſche Entſchuldigungen“; 
Kap. 3,1—8: „Der Vorgug der Yuden; worin er befteht und wie er mifbraudht 
wird.” Uber mande der Angaben erliutern nit wirklidh den Inhalt. Rim. 
1, 18—8, 39 wird gufammengefagkt in die Worte: „Das Werk der gittliden Ge- 
rechtigteit in den Gldubigen.” Da läßt fich nicht tar erfennen, wie der itberfeger 
den Ausdruck Geredhtigteit verfteht, ob er damit die Eigenſchaft der gittliden 
Gerechtigteit meint oder, wie Luther in feiner mit Recht berühmten und unver- 
Gleihlicy treffenden Überſetzung und weiteren Ausführung fagt: „Die Geredhtig- 
leit, die bor Gott gilt. Offenb. 17 wird begeichnet als ,die Siinde Roms”, Kap. 18 
als „der Sturg Roms". Das könnte ridtig verftanden werden, ift aber vom über⸗ 
feger jedenfallS nicht ridtig gemeint, da er unter Rom nicht das römiſche Anti- 
chriſtentum verfteht, fondern das geitliche Rom. Aber wir können auch fagen, 
daß wir ganze RKapitel mit Yntereffe in diefer überſetzung durchgelefen haben. 

L. Fürbringer. 


St.John. Introduction and Notes. By W. Graham Scroggie, D. D. (Edin- 
burgh). Harper & Brothers, New York and London. 132 pages, 
4,X6%. Price, $1.25. Order from Concordia Publishing House, 
St. Louis, Mo. 


It was a genuine pleasure to read this book carefully. It is not an 
exhaustive commentary of the Gospel of John, but an analysis with short 
expository sections. It is thoroughly evangelical in content and tone, and 
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only rarely will one disagree with the form of a statement. The appeal 
of the book lies particularly in its many epigrammatic sayings, which 
often throw a spotlight on an inspired passage. For example: “It is as- 
tonishing how careful people are of their bodies and careless of their 
souls; they take their bodies to the springs and leave their souls by the 
sewer.” Again: “Beware lest, while being as orthodox as heaven about 
the Sabbath, you be as heterodox as hell about salvation.” Again: “If 
to-day you do not want what you need, some day you will need what you 
want.” The book will offer fine material for sermon outlines and for 
Bible-class work. P. E. KRETZMANN. 


The Gospel of the Mediterranean. By Himer Elisworth Helms, Pastor, 
First Methodist Episcopal Church, Los Angeles. Illustrated. Flem- 
ing H. Revell Company, New York, Chicago, London, and Edinburgh. 
157 pages, 5X744. Price, $1.50. 

When wearied by a hard day’s work, the pastor may take this book 
for some light reading and relaxation. He will find it interesting and 
informing. A number of countries, cities, and islands touched by the 
waters of the Mediterranean Sea and visited by the author in 1930 are 
here made the subject of brief essays — Patmos, Corsica, the Balearics, 
Cyprus, Malta, Antioch, Athens, Rome, Palestine, Egypt. Historical char- 
acters like Napoleon and Raymond Lull (the great missionary of the 
thirteenth century) are spoken of in connection with their native coun- 
tries. Mohammedanism and Zionism are given separate chapters. The 
title of the book, of course, is ill-chosen and jars our Christian sensibili- 
ties. In describing the famous localities mentioned, the writer makes 
frequent excursions into history, sacred and secular, realizing that his 
readers must know what great events came to pass there before they 
will feel a genuine interest in these places. We regret to say that the 
historical data frequently are inaccurately presented or even entirely 
wrong. Here are some of the particularly flagrant errors. When St. John 
leaves Jerusalem to take up his abode in Ephesus, “Nero is emperor of 
Rome. Herod Agrippa I [!] is ruler of Pelestine” (p. 16). Concerning 
the collection made by the Christians at Antioch for the poor saints in 
Jerusalem we are told: “When the collection was ready to be sent to Jeru- 
salem, by whose hand was it sent? Only one man received a vote, and 
he the unanimous vote, Brother Barnabas” (p. 57). “Antioch was at the 
head of the Valley of Mesopotamia. ... For a thousand years Antioch 
was the capital, ruling the vast valley that lies between the Euphrates 
and Tigris” (p. 69 f.). “The various dialects [of ancient Greece] were 
blended into a new tongue — the Attic Greek” (p. 82). “Why was Socra- 
tes given the hemlock? Because he believed in, and taught, immortality” 
(p. 92). About Dionysius the Areopagite we are told that he was a judge, 
and then the writer continues: “Later, as we know, for it has been un- 
earthed, there was a church of Dionysius in Athens. Also, there was 
later [!] a theater or amphitheater of Dionysius.” Risum teneatis, amici! 
A fairly good book was largely spoiled by these outrageous performances. 

W. ARNDT. 
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The Christ of Every Road. A Study in Pentecost. By H. Stanley Jones. 
The Abingdon Press, New York, N.Y. 271 pages, 5X8%. Price, 
$1.50. 

Much of what this popular writer and zealous missionary of the 
Methodist Church has to say to the churches is worth saying and needs 
to be taken to heart. He sets before them in burning words their duty 
towards God and their fellow-men and fearlessly scourges their faults 
and sins, such as formalism and ritualism, race snobbery, the growing 
passion for costly church edifices, the decline of personal missionary en- 
deavor, and the like. He warns against the emphasis placed on apolo- 
getics. “Our faith does not need protection— it needs proclamation” 
(p. 30). “Jesus used no syllogisms. He announced self-verifying truths” 
(p.63). And the matter is presented in plain, emphatic language, with 
a brilliant style and a wealth of illustration. The pity of it is that the 
theology of Dr. Jones, besides being of the Reformed-Methodistic type, is 
infected with Modernism. The chief emphasis is placed on life. “The 
revelation we need is the revelation of the moral character of our Father” 
(p.61). “Paul’s chief emphasis was upon the Spirit— upon the Spirit 
and not upon ‘justification,’ as has been so largely held” (p.96). The 
atonement is not presented as consisting in the substitutionary sacrifice 
of God. According to chapter VI the Gospel rests upon Christ’s life, His 
death, His resurrection, and His coming into the lives of men— Pente- 
cost. First of all it was necessary that Jesus should step out before us 
to show us how to live! And while the suffering is spoken of as vicarious, 
the matter is presented in too vague a way to convey the thought that 
God’s wrath came upon Jesus on account of our sins. Indeed, the wrath 
of God is not as much as mentioned. On the contrary, we are warned: 
“How we have surrounded Calvary with stone walls of adamantine theory, 
placed barbed-wire entanglements of exclusively correct doctrine, made 
men climb narrow paths of impossibly steep propositions, and when we 
have arrived at the top we have only a tomb—a dead doctrine about 
a dead Christ.” In the light of this such fine statements as: “Jesus by 
His life wrote out against the eternities the imperishable message, ‘God 
is Love,’ and nothing can erase it” (p.66), may mean much or nothing. 
Dr. Jones considers the present scientific attitude, with its demand for 
fact, a soil upon which our Gospel can come to its own (p. 22) and even 
adopts the view of Dean Inge that the new knowledge should influence 
our theology as much as the new Platonic philosophy helped to formulate 
the Christian faith in the fourth and fifth centuries. “What philosophy 
was then science is now” (p.142). The Pelagianistic vein crops out in 
statements like these: “The joy of the gospels comes from finding some- 
thing that is congruous to our nature” (p. 236), and: “The soul of the 
East is too spiritually inclined to be utterly secular, and we have reason 
to hope that the ultimate issue will be Christ” (p. 21).— There is occa- 
sionally vague and meaningless oratory and frequently argumentation 
of the loosest kind, the text being made to yield unwarranted inferences. 
We are not bound to use the rite of Baptism, for Paul said: “I thank God 
I baptized none of you, save Gaius and Crispus” (p. 149). Women have 
the right to preach, for “at Pentecost ‘one hundred and twenty were there 
with the women’” (p. 115). “The account says that the Spirit came 
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upon the group while they were in an upper room—a home. Here was 
religion centered in that universal place of living, a home” (p. 99). “It 
was said of Him that ‘He was full of grace’ (Latin) ‘and truth’ (Anglo- 
Saxon). The Gospel interpreted through the graciousness of the Latin 
and through the straightforwardness of the Anglo-Saxon will in combina- 
tion enrich us both” (p.139). Even this: “Jesus is both [radical and 
conservative]. The wise scribe of the kingdom is to be both radical and 
conservative — he brings forth ‘things new and old.’ But note the order — 
the new is first. And at Pentecost the young men seeing visions came 
before the old men dreaming dreams” (p.129). We have heard pastors 
setting up Dr. Jones’s writings as models for the preacher! — Dr. Jones 
does not hold that Baptism and the Lord’s Supper are means of grace. 
Nor is the Gospel the means of grace. Prayer takes their place as the 
means of grace.— It goes without saying that he is a syncretist. 
TH. ENGELDER. 


The Unequal Yoke. Should a Christian Support Modernism? (The 


Autobiography of a Dollar.) By Martin Paul. 87 pages, 512 X7%. 
Mennonite Publishing House, Scottdale, Pa. Price, 25 cts. Order 
from Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 


Chriftentum oder Religion? Cine Betrachtung über den Urfprung und die 

Entwidlung der Religion und die übernatürlichkeit des Chriftentums. 

Yon D. theol. Arno Clemens Gäbelein. Publication Office 

' “Our Hope,” 456 Fourth Ave., New York, N.Y. 213 Seiten 5% X7%. 
Preis: $1.50. 


World Revolution and Religion. By Paul Hutchinson. The Abingdon 
Press, New York, N.Y. 201 pages, 5448. Price, $2.00. 


These three books belong to the field of Christian apologetics, since 
they deal with the spread of Modernism and its dreadful effects on present- 
day religious faith and life. Martin Paul’s The Unequal Yoke is the 
shortest of the three and in many respects the best. It is written in story 
form and points out the pernicious influence of Modernism on a Christian 
youth, whose faith is shattered by his unchristian instructors in college 
and seminary, who nevertheless enters the field of foreign missions, but 
dies in agony as he contemplates his defection from the faith of his child- 
hood days and his deception of the heathen who turned to him for spir- 
itual counsel. Throughout the little volume liberalistic views are ably 
attacked and refuted. The appeal of the book is to a return to Biblical 
practise in matters of doctrine, which implies that Christians should 
a) cease supporting Liberalists, b) insist on every doctrine of the Bible, 
¢) abandon attempts at an outward unification of the Church until it is 
inwardly at one in every doctrine, and d) come out from modernistic circles 
and be separate “regardless of what the results may be.” The story is told 
by the “Soul of a Dollar,” which in places makes it rather awkward; it 
might be improved if the author would relate the story of “Spike” in the 
third person and enlarge on certain scenes. The author, besides quoting 
the outstanding apologetic works of conservative modern scholars, men- 
tions also “Theodore Graebner’s excellent little book on Evolution.” The 
book is well worth 25 cents. 
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Gaebelein’s Christentum oder Religion is evidently a translation, and 
the language is often stilted and ponderous. The title is misleading, for 
what the author wishes to show is that Christianity is the only true re- 
ligion since it is the religion of the only true God revealed to man. It 
refutes the modernistic and evolutionistic theory that religion is a “de- 
velopment,” shows that religion is “instinctive” because it is universal 
and as old as the human race, and proves that religion in so far as it is 
true is a gift of God. Christianity, in particular, has a supernatural 
foundation, centers in a supernatural Person, teaches a supernatural re- 
demption, proclaims a supernatural salvation, a supernatural resurrection, 
and a supernatural second advent, and is a supernatural power. The 
author’s presentation of the fundamentals of Christianity is, in the main, 
correct; but he is a thoroughgoing millennialist and looks forward to the 
millennial reign of Christ on earth as the complete vindication of Chris- 
tianity. The chief value of the volume lies in its refutation of the wide- 
spread superficial theories of Modernism on religion and matters religious. 

Paul Hutchinson’s World Revolution and Religion belongs into this 
class of apologetic works only because of its keen analysis of present-day 
revolutionistic tendencies, which are undermining all existing institutions. 
He visions an obvious political revolution, a world-wide industrial revolu- 
tion, a social revolution, a racial revolution, and a religious revolution, 
all of which work hand in hand to produce a world-crisis and bring about 
a complete chaos. The picture which he paints is extremely pessimistic, 
and his outlook on the religious upheaval is almost pathetic. He is con- 
vineed that the Church as it now exists is doomed to pass away and that 
religion will survive only in so far as it is able to accommodate itself to 
the new social order. He offers no remedy and pleads for no return to that 
Word which shall never pass away. From this point of view the book is 
a complete failure. Its chief worth lies in its graphic portraiture of the 
perils that confront the Christian Church of to-day. J.T. MUELLER. 


Works of Martin Luther. With Introductions and Notes. A.J. Hol- 
man Company and the Castle Press, Philadelphia, Pa. Volume III; 
464 pages, 54%4X8. Volume IV; 411 pages, same format. Price of 
each volume, $3.00. Order from Concordia Publishing House, St. 
Louis, Mo. 


This undertaking deserves the acclamation and support of all who 
are anxious to preserve the excellent theological treatises of Martin Luther, 
especially at this time, when the transition into English has made con- 
siderable headway. The Holman Edition, planned to comprise six or more 
volumes, is to contain a selection of Luther’s writings that will give at least 
some good idea of his many-sided activity, his theological acumen, and 
his unflinching adherence to the truth of Scripture. Volume III contains 
the following treatises of the Reformer: An Argument in Defense of All 
the Articles of Dr. Martin Luther Wrongly Condemned in the Roman Bull; 
The Magnificat; An Earnest Exhortation for All Christians, Warning Them 
against Insurrection and Rebellion; Secular Authority, to What Extent 
It should be Obeyed; To the Leipzig Goat; Reply to the Answer of the 
Leipzig Goat; Answer to the Superchristian, Superspiritual, and Super- 
learned Book of Goat Emser; To the Knights of the Teutonic Order. Vol- 
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ume IV contains: On Trading and Usury and A Treatise on Usury; The 
Right and Power of a Christian Congregation; Preface to an Ordinance 
of a Common Chest; To the Councilmen of All Cities in Germany that 
They Establish and Maintain Christian Schools; Sermon on Keeping Chil- 
dren in School; The Burning of Friar Henry; Admonition to Peace; Against 
the Robbing and Murdering Hordes of Peasants; An Open Letter Concern- 
ing the Hard Book against the Peasants; An Exposition of the Eighty- 
second Psalm; An Exhortation to the Clergy Assembled at the Diet at 
Augsburg. The work of translating was, on the whole, very well done, by 
men who have established a reputation in this field; only rarely is the 
peculiar force of the original weakened, and then only where there is no 
corresponding idiom in English. In any event, the thought of Luther is 
usually preserved. The introductions are short, but ample, references to 
existing editions are complete, the indexes satisfactory in every way. The 
price of the volumes, considering the present condition of the book market, 
is low. P. E. KRETZMANN. 


Studien über chriſtliche Denkmäler. Herausgegeben von Johannes Fier. 
Neue Folge der archäologiſchen Studien zum chriftlicden Wltertum und 
Mittelalter. Dietrichſche Verlagsbuchhandlung, Leipzig. 21. Heft: „Chri⸗ 
ftu8 am Kreuz in der Bildkunſt der Ravrolingerzeit.” Bon Johannes 
Reil Mit 12 Bildtafeln. 127 Seiten 6X9. Preis, geheftet: M. 10. 


Dies ift eine fehr ſpezielle kunſtgeſchichtliche Unterſuchung, die aber alle die— 
jenigen, Die fic) fiir folde Studien über chriſtliche Denkmäler intereffieren, er- 
freuen wird. Der Verfaffer ijt ein Grofftadtpfarrer in Chemnik, der fic) ſchon 
ſeit fünfundzwanzig Jahren mit diefem Studium befaft hat und dem nun zu 
dieſem Swede ein mehrmonatiger Urlaub bewilligt worden ift und ſchließlich eine 
befondere Studienreife, die ihm die Notgemeinſchaft der deutſchen Wiſſenſchaft 
ermiglidte. Auf ſolche Weife ift eS eben miglich, folde eingehenden befonderen 
Studien gu machen und in wertvollen Monographien darjzuftellen. Bon der 
Griindlichfeit des Verfaffers zeugt jede Seite und am Schluß ein genaues Ber- 
zeichnis der bejprocenen Denfmaler. Dazu fommen aber nocd) zwölf Bildtafeln 
und unter dieſen der Golddeckel des Asburnham Cvangeliar$ aus dem neunten 
Jahrhundert, das fich in der reichhaltigen Bibliothef J. P. Morgans in New Vork 
befindet. Es ift eine goldgetriebene Urbeit, ,Chriftus am Kreuz”, von gang be- 
fonderer Schinheit, wie wir fie noch nicht gefehen haben und die auch der Verfaffer 
als ,eingigartig” bezeichnet. (S.57. Tafel VII.) L. Firbringer. 


The Living Hope. By Louis Wessel. Concordia Publishing House, 
St. Louis, Mo. 216 pages, 6X9. Price, $1.25. 


This new sermon book contains thirteen sermons on texts taken from 
the First Epistle of Peter, one sermon from the Second Epistle of Peter, 
and six Lenten sermons on texts from various Biblical books. Dr. Wessel 
is an expository preacher, who makes the exposition of the text the promi- 
nent feature throughout the sermon and who presents the subject-matter 
in plain English, without unnecessary embellishments. If preachers will 
use this sermon book as sermon books should be used, its sale need not 
be restricted to the clergy. Let the preacher plow with his own oxen 
rather than with another man’s heifer. J. H. C. Frrrz. 
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The Burden Made Light. Meditations and Prayers for Sick, Convales- 
cents, Invalids, and Afflicted. Alfred Doerffler. Concordia Publish- 
ing House, St. Louis, Mo. 103 pages, 5144X75%. Price, 75 cts. 


This practical book, written out of the wide experience of a pastor of 
a large congregation, ought to be placed into the hands of all our sick and 
afflicted fellow-men. It contains 54 meditations on a wide range of Scrip- 
ture texts. Each meditation is followed by a prayer which sums up the 
chief thought developed in the meditation. Pastors should urge their 
parishioners to buy a copy of this book for their sick friends, use this 
book while making sick-calls, or, better still, learn from the author how 
to make the proper use of the inexhaustible treasure-house of God’s Word 
in their important and blessed work among the shut-ins. TH. LAETSCH. 


Contrary Winds and Other Sermons. By the Rev. William M. Taylor, 
D.D., LL.D. Richard R. Smith, Inc., New York. 372 pages, 5X7%,. 
Price, $1.00. 


With Mercy and with Judgment. By Principal Alexander Whyte, D. D. 
Richard R. Smith, Inc., New York. 285 pages, 5X7%%. Price, $1.00. 


The publishers are to be commended for making these excellent ser- 
mons available in the Anvil Series of $1.00 Religious Books. 

Both of these preachers were Scotchmen, and their sermons must be 
numbered among the best productions of the modern Scottish pulpit. 
Dr. Taylor needs no introduction to the Lutheran clergy, for almost every 
minister’s library contains some of his books. But Dr. Whyte is not so 
well known among us. He was a member of the Free Church of Scotland. 
After serving as minister of Free St. George’s at Edinburgh for a quarter 
of a century, he in 1909 succeeded Dr. Marcus Dodds as professor of exe- 
getical theology and principal of New College, Edinburgh. He died in 1921. 
Dr. Whyte’s sermons are marked by unusual freshness, fervor, and sin- 
cerity, by “a rare wealth of imagination,” and by their direct and telling 
applications to every-day life. The doctrine of the vicarious atonement 
is set forth clearly and emphatically, especially in the beautiful sermon 
on “The Ransom” (p. 214). E. J. FRIEDRICH. 


Zeitidrift fir ſyſtematiſche Theologie. Herausgegeben in BVerbindung mit 
Paul Althaus, Erlangen, Emanuel Hirſch, Gittingen, und 
Georg Wehrung, Halle aS, von Karl Stange, Gittingen. 
Drud und Verlag von C. VBertelSmann, GiiterSloh. Preis des Jahr— 
gangs: M. 20. 

8. Jahrgang, 1. Vierteljahrsheft. 200 Seiten. Inhalt: 
Stammler: Rechtsleben und RechtSpflege im Einklang mit der chriftliden Grund- 
lehre. — Snethlage: Die Pradeftination im Lichte des Kritizismus. — Stange: 
Die Gottesanfdhauung Luthers. — Hirſch: Rierfegaards Erſtlingsſchrift. — Haf- 
feSbrint: Das Problem des religidfen Gegenftandes bet Mar Scheler. — Von Dob- 
ſchütz: Die Paradoxie im Neuen Teftament. 

2. Vierteljahrsheft. 195 Seiten. Anhalt: Stauffer: Das theo- 
logiſche Weltbild der Apotalyptif. — Ywand: Studien gum Problem des un- 
freien Willens. — Haftesbrint: Das Problem de religisfen Gegenftandes bei 
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